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BARRIERS TO SELF-SUFFICIENCY FOR SINGLE
FEMALE HEADS OF FAMILIES

TUESDAY, JULY 9, 1985

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

AND HUMAN RESOURCES SUBCOMMITTEE
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS,

Washington, DC
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:33 a.m., in room

2203, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Ted Weiss (chairman of
the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Ted Weiss, Sander M. Levin, Barbara
Boxer, Robert S. Walker, and John G. Rowland.

Also present: James R. Gottlieb, staff director; Lucy S. Gorham,
and Susan G. Steinmetz, professional staff members; Pamela
Welch, clerk; and Martha Morrison, minority professional staff,
Committee on Government Operations.

OPENING STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN WEISS

Mr. WEISS. Good morning. The Intergovernmental Relations and
Human Resources Subcommittee is now in session.

This morning, we begin 2 days of hearings on opportunities for
self-sufficiency for single women in poverty.

In 1983, 121/2 million poor people lived in female-headed families,
including just over half of all poor children. About half of all
female-headed families with children were pour, compared to 10.2
percent of all other families.

Because the number of female-headed families grew by 1 million,
from 1979 to 1983, and is projected to grow in the future, keeping
these families out of poverty becomes even more crucial.

The subcommittee's interest in this issue is a reflection of two
concerns:

First, the subcommittee is charged with overseeing the activities
and programs of the Department of Health and Human Services,
which administers the Aid to Families with Dependent Children
Program.

Second, welfare employment policy is an important intergovern-
mental issue, not only because of the nature of Federal/State fund-
ing, but also because it has been a major area of State and local
innovation.

The hearings will address four primary issues: the strengths and
weaknesses of current and proposed AFDC policies for promoting
self-sufficiency among poor women; the role of support services,

(1)
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such as day care and transportation; successful innovations in
State and local welfare employment and training programs; and di-
rections for future welfare employment policies.

The problem of single women in poverty defies easy solution. For
example, providing a single woman with two children with a full-
time job at the minimum wage means they will still be living below
poverty level. The expected growth of low-wage jobs in the service
sector, where most women are employed, will continue to make
self-sufficiency an elusive goals even for many working women.

Nevertheless, employment is still our best hope for reducing the
numbers of female-headed families in poverty, and public policy
must reflect this understanding. In designing such public policy, we
begin with certain assumptions. The first is that women do not
prefer to be in poverty and in need of public assistance.

What mother wants to feed her children only two meals a day in
order to stretch her money to the end of the month? What mother
wants to see her children denied opportunities so easily available
to others?

The second assumption follows from the first. Women in poverty
desire to be self-sufficient, and most desire work as the best means
of getting there. Many studies support this assumption, but if any
have doubts, I suggest one talk to a woman who has struggled to
raise her children in poverty.

We must not forget that millions of women are working and
striving to provide a decent living for themselv -s and their chil-
dren more often than not at low-wage jobs.

The final assumption is that since most women desire to be self-
sufficient by working, and, yet, so many find this to be an impossi-
bility, the range of opportunities available to make the transition
from poverty to self-sufficiency must be reexamined.

Education, training, and employment programs are a key link in
the transition from income support to income earning. Contrary to
the notion that employment and training programs do not work,
there are many innovative and exemplary programs operating at
the local levels to help women move toward economic self-sufficien-
cy.

As we will hear, the availabilities to support services, such as
day care and transportation, have been crucial to the success of
these programs. Many of these local initiatives are designed with
the understanding that although education, training, and employ-
ment programs are not appropriate for all AFDC recipients, they
are a critical link for many women.

If we are to achieve the goal of economic quality, we must equip
women with the tools they need to design their own route out of
poverty. For this, a farsighted policy is needed on the Federal level.

Designing such a farsighted policy requires finding answers to a
number of important questions.

First, how do we structure our system of income support so that
it is able to provide a decent life for families without resulting in
permanent poverty for so many of them?

Are we rewarding work and encouraging self-sufficiency?
Second, how do we target resources so that people with diverse

needs get appropriate assistance? What approaches are working
best for which groups?
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Third, in making the transition from welfare to work, a mother
must assure that her child's needs will be met, including child care
and medical care. What is the Federal role in assuring that ade-
quate child care and medical care are available so that these
women are not forced to slip back into poverty?

Fourth, while the short-term costs of assisting severely disadvan-
taged welfare recipients are the greatest, the cost of savings from
reducing these long-term welfare dependents are also the highest.
How can we ensure that we make the initial investment needed in
order to reach severely disadvantaged participants?

Fifth, although we are experimenting with a range of employ-
ment and training programs, none of our efforts have served suffi-
cient numbers of people. How do we design programs to effectively
serve larger numbers of people?

Sixth, how does Federal policy affect the availability of better
paying employment options for women.

And, last, are adequate evaluation methods in place to determine
which welfare employment programs are most successful in help-
ing women achieve self-sufficiency? If not, how can they be imple-
mented?

While there are no simple answers w these questions, my hope is
that these 2 days of hearings will help us explore new directions in
welfare employment policies that truly foster economic self-suffi-
ciency for women in poverty.

We have structured this morning's hearings in the following
order: we will begin with three panels consisting of experts in the
field of welfare and employment policy, the General Accounting
Office, and representatives from the National Association of State
Welfare Administrators.

After these witnesses share their insight and experiences with us
about current and proposed welfare policies, we will hear the ad-
ministration's testimony and give them an opportunity to respond
and comment on the previous testimony.

Our final panel will consist of witnesses who will address specific
concerns about child care, adolescent mothers, and educational op-
portunities for AFDC recipients.

[The opening statement of Mr. Weiss follows:]



YAMPAUMft..M.
WWWWWK.WW.
MOP..
0.41W. MONA WOW..

4

NMETYNuen4 CONGRESS

Coogan of the Baited Metes
Roux of 'RI:promotion

INTERGOVUOMENTAt RELATIONS AND
HUMAN RESOURCES SUSCOMMITTE1

one
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTOnPAT1ONS
111e 1. wows cams 11.011100. MOW 11-313

wA111010201100 20011

01111Ulna

C41 MUNK .
Anai CO,110.....
INC.00 .1.4, VP.

OPENING STAMENS' BY TVS HONORABLE TED WEISS
HEARING ON OPPORTUNITIES FOR SELF-SUFFICIENCY FOR WOMEN IN POVERTY

JULY 9, 1985, 9,30 A.M., 2203 RAYBURN HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING

This morning we begin two days of hearings on opportunities for
self-sufficiency for single women in poverty. In 1983, 12.5 million
poor people lived in female-headed families, including just over half

of all poor children. In 1982, about half of all female-headed
families with children were poor, as opposed to 10.2 percent of all

other families. Because the number of female-headed families grew by
1 million from 1979 to 1983 and is projected to grow into the future,
keeping these families out of poverty becomes even more crucial.

The subcommittee's interest in this issue is a reflection of two
concerns. First, the subcommittee is charged with overseeing the
activities and programs of the Department of Health and Human Services
which administers the Aid to Families with Dependent Children Program.
Second, welfare employment policy is an important intergovernmental
issue, not only because of the nature of Federal/State funding, but
also because it has been a major area of State and local innovation.

The hearings will address four primary issues, the strength* and
weaknesses of current and proposed AFDC policies for promoting

self-sufficiency among both adults and adolescents: the role of
support services such as day care and transportation; successful

innovations in State and local welfare employment and training

programs: and directions for future welfare employment policy.

The problem of single women in poverty defies easy solutions. A

single woman with a full-tine job at the minimum wage who has two
children will still be living below poverty level. The expected
growth of low wage jobs in the service sector, where most women are
employed, will continue to make Self-nufficiency an elusive goal even
for many working women. Nevertheless, employment is still our best
hope for reducing the numbers of female-headed families in poverty and
public policy must reflect this understanding.

In designing such public policy, we begin with certain

assumptions. The first is that women do not prefer to be in poverty
and in need of public assistance. What mother wants to feed her
children only two meals a day in order to stretch her money to the end
of the month? What mother wants to see her children denied

opportunities so easily available to others?

The second assumption follows from the first: women in poverty
desire to be self-sufficient, and most desire work as their best means
of getting there. Many studies support this assumption but, if any of

you have doubts, I suggest you talk to a woman who has struggled to
raise her children in poverty. We must not forget that millions of

women are woking and striving to provide a decent living for

themselves and their children, more often than not at low wage jobs.

The final assumption is that, since most women desire to be

self-sufficient by working and yet so many find this to be an
impossibility, the range of opportunities available to women to make
the transition from poverty to self-sufficiency must be reexamined.

Education, training, and employment programs are a key link in
the transition from income support to income earnIrk.. Contrary to the

notion that employment and training programs don't work, there are
many innovative and exemplary programs operating at the local level to
help women move toward economic self-sufficiency.
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Over the next two days, we will hear about a program which is
training adolescent nothers in well-paid skills such as carpentry and
welding, about programs in five States dhich are educating, training,
and employing thousands of AFDC women, about a public housing project
here in Washington where residents have created jobs and training for
themselves. and about two programs which have enabled women to move
out of poverty by becoming self-employed. Crucial to the success of
these programs has been the availability of support services such as
day care and transportation.

Many of these initiatives are the result of creative program
design at the State and local level. They are designed with the
understanding that. although education, training, and employment
programs are not appropriate for all AFDC recipients, they are a

critical link for many women. We must assure that existing and
proposed Federal welfare policy is consistent with the expansion and
improvement of these efforts. If we are to achieve the goal of
economic equality, we must equip women with the toola they need to
design their own route out of poverty. For this. a far-sighted policy
is needed on the Federal level.

Designing such a far-sighted policy requires finding answers to a
number of important questions,

First, how do we structure our system of income support so that
it is able to provide a decent life for families without resulting in
permanent poverty for so many of them? Are we rewarding work and
encouraging self-sufficieacy?

Second, how do we target resources so that people with diverse
needs get appropriate assistance? What approaches are working best
for which groups?

Third, in making the transition from welfare to work, a mother
must assure that her child's needs will be met, including child cr.e
and medical care. What is the Federal role in assuring that adequate
child care and medical ears are available 40 that these women are not
forced to slip back into poverty?

Fourth, while the short-term costs of assisting severely
disadvantaged welfare recipients are the greatest, the cost savings
from reducing these long -tern welfare dependents are also the highest.
Now can we insure that we make the initial investment needed in order
to reach severely disadvantaged participants?

Fifth, although we are experimenting with a range of employment
and training programs, none of our efforts have served sufficient
numbers of people. Now do we design programs to effectively serve
larger numbers of peop)e?

Sixth, how does Federal policy affect the availability of
better-paying employment options for women?

And, last, are adequate evaluation methods in place to determine
Mich welfare employment programa are mot successful in hel, ing women
achieve self-sufficiency? If rat, bow can they be implemuited?

While there are no simple answers to these questions, my hope is
that these two days of hearings will help ,s explore new directions in
Welfare imployment polities that truly foster economic
self-sufficiency for women in poverty.
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Mr. WEISS. Before proceeding with our first panel of witnesses, I
would now like to yield to our distinguished colleague and subcom-
mittee ranking minority member, Robert Walker of Pennsylvania,
for any opening remarks that he would like.

Mr. Walker.
Mr. WALKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr Chairman, there is a strong sense in this country that every

American deserves a chance to build a decent life. Is that not
really what makes this country great? The fact that each and every
citizen is given an opportunity to be the best that he or she can be.

Certainly, there are individuals who do not, for a variety of rea-
sons, support themselves and maintain a minimum level of exist-
ence. In those cases, it is necessary and appropriate to provide a
helping hand.

However, we have gone well beyond the n and the appro-
priate in too many cases. We have literallyeccre:alla a welfare class
that is dependent upon handouts. For too long now, our social wel-
fare programs have created disincentives for poor individuals and
families to take responsibility for improving their own lives.

Recently, a book was written by an editorial writer for the New
York Times by the name of Roger Starr, called "The Rise and Fall
of New York City," and in it, Starr says that the once great me-
tropolis has fallen because orthodox liberalism sold it out. He cites
a disdain for traditional moral values, a decline of religion, and the
effect of egalitarianism, and faith in government as the culprits.

Liberals, he says, created a hopeless ghetto. New York's primary
problem, according to Starr, is the failure of the public and private
institutions to deal with the increase in welfare recipients. The city
now has more than 1 million people on welfare, most know nothing
about work.

Instead of that kind of approach, we should be creating incen-
tives for individuals and families tc take the initiative, to seize the
opportunity to move themselves out of poverty.

The question is dependency. Self-dependence leading to true inde-
pendence or pure dependence? A helping hand or a handout? A
crutch that helps restore strength and lead to full recovery or the
crutch that inhibits recovery becoming a permanent support?

The keys to unlocking the chains that shackle the dependent are
opportunity and growth. By providing opportunities through train-
ing, education, and job placement assistance, we can promote the
development of self-help, self-esteem and self-satisfaction that all
contribute to self-sufficiency and lead to true independence.

We should also look at the economic growth side of the picture.
The fact is that the last several months of economic growth have
seen the advantages fo. women increasing in particular. We are
seeing, for instance, that 2? percent of all sole proprietorships are
now owned by women, and -he number of self-employed women in-
creased in the last 10 years 5 times faster than that of self-em-
ployed men, making women the most dynamic segment of the
small business economy.

In general, the group benefiting most from the explosion of new
business that has taken place over the last several months, and
particularly since 1981, has been women. Over 3 million women
now own their own businesses, generating over $40 billion in
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annual receipts. That is the kind of growth that will help women
in general, but particularly women at the low end of the economic
scale.

Obviously, as with any public policy question, there are two sides
to this debate. But, I find it strange that despite decades of discus-
sion and new spending programs, the debate continues to rage.

The most obvious conclusion to me is that we have been pursuing
the wrong course of action. Increased flexibility and innovation at
the State and local level with counsel and guidance from the Fed-
eral Government, not increased Federal funding, are of paramount
importance to our efforts.

It is in this direction that the present administration has begun
to steer us, shifting from past policies that emphasized direct Fed-
eral assistance. Many States and localities have been operating
very creative work incentive programs to help AFDC recipients
move towat., self-sufficiency.

There are a number of new and exciting approaches being taken
that have met with success. These early results are encouraging,
and I look forward to hearing more about these programs from our
witnesses today and tomorrow.

In my opinion, we should seize upon the successes, capitalize on
the experience, and move forward to encourage and ensure future
opportunities for growth.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. %ass. Thank you very much, Mr. Walker.
Without objection, I would like to enter in the record a copy of

Mr. Armey's opening remarks.
[The opening statement of Mr. Armey follows]

OPINING STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD K. ARMEY

Mr. Chairman, I'm pleased the subcommittee is meeting to address barriers to
self-sufficiency. It's an important topic and it deserves careful attention.

I'm not here to challenge the Federal Government's role as a provider of last
resort for those who are not self-sufficient. We have a responsibility to help these
people end their dependency and become self-sufficient. Sadly, though, in attempt-
ing to addre,s this problem the Government has erected new barriers to self-suffi-
ciency.

Unlike many others, I don't think our problem is too little Federal assistance. Our
problem is one of faulty reasoning and misplaced priorities.

For too long, we have encouraged welfare recipients to accept their plight. Our
welfare system has broken up families and broken down individual responsibility.
The Government has been to the welfare recipient as a drug dealer is to an addict;
offering only a quick fix for an immediate need. And, like an addict, our fellow citi-
zens have been compelled to return to the only source of relief they knowthe hand
of the dealer.

How then do we guide the welfare recipient toward self-sufficiency? We do it by
redirecting our efforts toward education and training, by addressing the problem
and not the symptoms.

Another means is through programs like mandatory workfare. We meet immedi-
ate needs, but we encourage and even insist that the welfare recipient make an
effort to end their dependency. Society has an obligation to take care of those who
can't take care of themselves; in turn, they have a responsibility to those who collec-
tively provide for their care.

As economist Walter Williams said, "Since the government made many people de-
pendent, it has some responsibility for compassionate withdrawal. But it also has
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the responsibility to stop destroying what may be some people's best alternatives."
Our welfare system acts as one barrier unfortunately, there are many others.

For instance, we have Federal minimum wage laws that price unskilled workers
out of the labor market and rob them of the job skills which employment brings.
Without, these skills, employment opportunity is limited and dependency is perpet-
uated.

We also have barriers in the form of de facto hiring quotas. The quotas place
greater emphasis on the race and the sex of an applicant than on the desire and the
ability to perform a job.

Unfortunately, many of those facing barriers to self-sufficiency are minorities.
What is the cause? Many claim it is underfunding of Government programs. I dis-
agrft. It's sad to note, but one area where unemployment is the highest amongst
black teenagersthe problem is greater today than it was when there was not one
Federal Government program.

Self-sufficiency lies not in make -work government programs or endless Federal
hand-outs; these are our failures of the past. The only long-term answer to depend-
ency is economic opportunity. To quote Dr. Walter Williams, "I await the day when
zime civil rights spokesman goes on national television and shocks the nation by
saying blacks are going to pursue independence, freedom, and self-reliance. And
they expect government to do its job in fostering the same."

This Administration has strived to create an economic environment in which all
people can flourish and prosper. It has challenged some of our misreasoned welfare
policies. It has proposed a minority opportunity wage to enable those without job
skills to acquire them. It has offered a Work Opportunities proposal which offers
relief, yet which insists that welfare recipients match the efforts of those providing
the benefits.

We have seen new and truly innovative local and State responses to this old prob-
lem. I applaud these efforts, and I am interested in learning more about them.
Hopefully, we can be .vise enough to learn from them and not repeat the mistakes
of the past.

Mr. WEISS. Our first panel of witnesses this morning will be Dr.
David Ellwood, associate professor of public policy of Harvard Uni-
versity; and Demetra Smith Nightingale, research associate of the
Urban Institute.

If you will take your place at the witness table, I think that we
are just about ready to proceed.

[Pause.]
Mr. WEiss. We have your prepared statements, and they

without objection, be entered into the record in their entirety. You
may, if you so choose, use that as a takeoff point to summarize or
highliglA the testimony. Because of time constraints, we would ap-
preciate it if each of you would limit your remarks to about no
more than 10 minutes.

OK; Dr. Ellwood, we are ready to have you proceed.

STATEMENT OF DR. DAVID ELLWOOD, ASSOCIATE PROFESSOR
OF PUBLIC POLICY, JOHN F. KENNEDY SCHOOL OF GOVERN-
MENT, HARVARD UNIVERSITY

Dr. ELLWOOD. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the
committee. I want to thank you for inviting me to testify before
you today.

The problem of single mothers and the ways they can become
self-supporting has been a major research interest of mine in
recent years. It seems to me that one of the loftiest goals, indeed,
as we hear this morning, one of the goals on which many can agree
for public policy, is that the policy ought to actually help single
mothers escape poverty and dependence on welfare.

As a result of my work, I am convinced that policy attention
should be focused on the subset of single mothers who are likely to
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be poor and dependent for an extended period. That is not, in fact,
what we do now.

The dramatic growth in female-headed families by women is now
widely discussed. There is little need for me to repeat the startling
statistics. The growth largely reflects the combined effects of two
other changes, declines in marriage rate and rises in divorces and
separations. Women are increasingly eschewing their marriage and
or at least postponing it, so a larger number of births are to un-
married women.

Furthermore, intact couples with children are separating more
and more. The inevitable result is the creation of millions of new
female-headed families.

To say that the causes of these changes are not well understood
is really an understatement There is nothing remotely approach-
ing consensus in the academic or professional community about the
forces driving these changes in our families. One factor which is
frequency cited is the welfare system, particularly the AFDC, aid
to dependent families and dependent children system, program, but
research has generally not afforded that view.

Several years ago, Mary Jo Bane and I began an exhaustive, I
should say exhausting, look at this issue, and, quite frankly, I was
really convinced that we would find welfare as an important influ-
ence. We looked for links between welfare-benefit levels and family
structures, both across States and over time, and we found very,
very little.

Indeed, births to married women are often higher in States that
have very low benefits than very high benefits. Most other re-
search has generally found very little association in welfare znd
family structure.

One possibly very important explanation for the changes,
though, particularly in the black community, has been highlighted
by recent work by William Julius Wilson and his colleagues.
Wilson emphasizes that unemployment among young black men
has risen in much the same way that marriage has fallen, and it
seems plausible that unemployment discourages marriage, but we
really know altogether too little about the causes of the changing
family structures, and we know still less about the ways in which
these trends might be slowed or reversed.

So, the reality is that more and more women are heading house-
holds, and many are poor. Child support is extremely uncommon
among women who areeven among women who were once mar-
ried. It is virtually nonexistent among never-married mothers.

Finding and holding a job, particularly when there are young
children at home, is often difficult. Many turn to the welfare
system for support. But, for the majority of women who use it,
AFDC will be a temporary source of support, a short period of
modest dependence and followed by some sort of self-sufficiency or
independence.

Most mothers will be on welfare for 2 or perhaps 4 years, and
then they are done with it for good. Some of these women man
remarry or reconcile with the separated husband, others are able
to find work which pays enough to keep them off welfare. A few
find other sources of economic aid, such as child support payments
or help from relatives.
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But, for an important minority, welfare will play a major role in
their support for an extended period, and this is the long-term de-
pendent population that everyone seems concerned about.

Some 25 percent will receive welfare for 10 years or more. Some
of these women will be on continuously, others will leeve welfare
for a year or 2 but later return. It is this long-term group that, I
believe, deserves our close attention.

They deserve our attention for both humanitarian and fiscal rea-
sons. At the very least, we know that these mothers and their chil-
dren are living in economic deprivation because welfare benefits
are quite low. For many of the mothers who find themselves
unable to provide for themselves, it is undoubtedly a source of
alienation and frustration. Some analysts worry about that long-
term receipt helps move people into an underclass with distorted
values and few prospects for escape and independence.

But, fiscal concerns also demand that we consider the plight of
the long-term recipients. Those who stay on AFDC for only a few
years cost the system relatively little. By contrast, the cost of sup-
porting someone who stays for 10 or even 20 years is vastly higher.
As a result, 60 percent or more of our resources go to providing aid
to the 25 percent of recipients who end up staying 10 years or
more.

If we could help these long-term recipients become self-support-
ing, then we are simultaneously helping the truly needy and the
truly costly.

We can make a reasonable prediction about who is likely to be
the long-term recipient. Young mothers, particularly never married
mothers, start on AFDC when they are very young, when their
children are very young, have, by far, the weakest prospects. They
have additional children, their outlook is even worse. Those with
little work experience and poor education are likely to be the long-
term recipients.

Now, the problems facing such women are often difficult and
complex. Many have very young children. Others have had little
contact with work. They need comprehensive programs which are
often very expensive.

There is some evidence that our aid programs are most success-
ful with those women whose prospects look worst. Supported Work
Program focused on long-term recipients; earnings gains were rea-
sonably large. Indeed, there is reason to expect programs geared to
women with little work experience may achieve greater success in
earnings gains and welfare cost reductions than those aimed at
women who are almost job ready. Helping a woman find a job a
few months arlier than she would have otherwise has little long-
term effect. Finding one for a woman who would have remained
entirely dependent on AFDC for years can have a major impact.

Unfortunately, our current programs, particularly the Work In-
centive Program, WIN, are focused on exactly the opposite groups
of recipient& Those who are likely to move off welfare quickly on
their own. We concentrate almost entirely on women with children
over 5, and then we often serve the most job ready.

The system yields higher placement rates for the WIN program,
but it does little to help the really dependent recipients or to
reduce welfare costa. Indeed, if our goal were to target our limited
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resources on the group that is most likely to be long-term depend-
ent, the WIN program badly needs to be redirected.

Consider the never married teenager who starts on AFDC when
she has a child. WIN regulations do not require she be served at all
until her child is at least 6, and then relatively meager services are
provided. Thus, this young woman will be on AFDC for 5 years and
even longer, if she has additional children, before any real attempt
is made to help her.

Surely this sort of policy deserves reconsideration. One cannot
and should not require work of women with very young children.
But one can provide a host of services, including employment and
training programs on a voluntary basis. The programs need to be
comprzbensive and sensitive to the problems faced by such women.

1 will not pretend that we know how to help these women exact-
ly, but I do not favor a massive nationwide program to aid such
mothers. V; e just do not know enough to spend the money wisely,
even if the fiscal realities allowed it. But, there are glimmers of
hope. We are learning about programs which do make a difference.
We desperately need to know more about how we can help.

Thus, I favor expansion of carefully conceived demonstration
projects. Well-run demonstrations with control groups are unpopu-
lar for many reasons, but when they are done right, enormous
gains in our ability to help people often follow.

The work bank by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corp.
[MDRC], and you are going to have them here testifying before you
today, really has been exemplary. Let me emphasize again the
need for programs which can be effectively evaluated. We need an-
swers. The welfare population is remarkably volatile, and my own
view is a demonstration without control groups is really virtually
impossible to evaluate.

Let me just, as an aside, add one point to that. You will hear
about a lot of State programs in the next couple of days that have
been supposedly quite effective and so on. The problem is it is very,
very difficult to evaluate these programs on any kind of sensible
basis. The reason is that so many welfare mothers go off welfare
very quickly on their own, and if you just look at high placement
rates, one might get the impression that we are doing a wonderful
job. In fact, the people that you really ought to be concerned about,
the ones that cost a lot of dollars and the ones that stay a long
time, are not the group that move off welfare quickly. They are a
group that would have a much lower placement rate and things
would look even worse. Yet, in the long run, far greater benefits
might be reaped.

Because the population is so volatile, without an effective means
for evaluation, typically control group, I think that it is almost im-
possible to make any kind of reasonable decisions about program
effectiveness.

Now, achieving the goal of helping long-term dependent recipi-
ents become self-sufficient will be difficult, and let me just empha-
size one other point here as well. It is easy to be in favor of reduc-
ing long-term welfare dependency. Indeed, it is clearly, as I men-
tioned before, one of our loftiest goals. And, yet, I think we should
be reasonable about what our expectations are. It is very difficult
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for many mothers to work. And, other sources of help, notably
child support, are rare.

An enormous fraction, well over half of all single mothers in pov-
erty have children under 6. And, over 80 percent of women who
are first starting on welfare have a child under 6. Now, for them to
work and become self-sufficient, they are going to have to work
pretty much full year, full time. That is a very, very hard thing to
do for a woman with young children. Only about 25 percent of
wives with children under 6 work full year and full time.

About 35 percent of female heads with children under 6 work
full year, full time. To expect all of those women to become self-
supporting is a very unrealistic goal. I am convinced that if our
goal really is to move people off of welfare, we must find other
sources of support as well.

And, I think that that means much, much more impressive and
effective child support arrangements also need to be arranged.
Nowadays, only on the order of 20 percent of poor single mothers
receive any child support whatsoever. Among never married
women, it is essentially nonexistent.

So, these never married mothers, who start on welfare when
they have a child, are in a very bad position. They have to work
full year, full time to be self-supporting. But that is going to be
very difficult, and we have no serious child support for them now
to supplement them.

All of this discussion is just to add a note of realism. I do think
that there are exciting and innovative programs that are going on
out there, and things that we can do to help women move much
more quickly into self-support.

My view is that we need to move and redirect resources from a
lot of the short-term recipients, those who are likely to make
progress quickly anyway, to a much longer term group, and it is a
long-term strategy, it is not a short-term strategy, and it will be
one that will be difficult to evaluate.

Nevertheless, it ultimately is where we have to look if our goal is
to help the long-term dependent, help the welfare recipient and to
reduce our welfare costs.

Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Ellwood follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF DAVID T. ELLWOOD

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I want to thank you for

inviting me to testify before you today. My name is David Ellwood. I

am an associate professor of public policy at the John F. Kennedy School

of Government at Harvard University. The problems of single mothers and

the ways they can become self-supporting have been a major research

interest of mine in recent years. It seems to me that one of the

loftiest goals for policy would be to actually help single mothers

escape poverty and dependence on welfare. As a result of my work, I am

convinced that policy attention should be focused on a subset of single

mothers who are likely to be poor and dependent on welfare for an

extended period.

The dramatic growth in families headed by women is now widely

discussed. There is little need for me to repeat the startling

statistics here. The growth largely reflects the combined effects of

two other changes: declines in marriage rates and rises in divorce and

separation rates. Women are increasingly eschewing marriage or at least

postponing it, and so a larger share of births are to unmarried women.

And furthermore, intact couples with children are separating more and

more. The inevitable result is the creation of millions of new female

headed families.

To say that the causes of these changes are not well understood is

an understatement. There is nothing remotely approaching consensus in
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the academic or professional community about the forces which are

driving these changes in our families. One factor which is frequently

cited is the welfare system, particularly the Aid to Families with

Dependent Children program (AFDC). But research generally has not

supported the view that welfare has played a major role. Several years

ago, Mary Jo Bane and I began an exhaustive look at this issue. Quite

frankly I was convinced that ve would find welfare was an important

influence. We looked for links between welfare benefit levels and

family structures both across states and over time. We found very

little. Indeed, births to unmarried women are often higher in low

benefit states than in high benefit states. And most other major

research has similarly found little association.

A potentially powerful explanation for these changes, in the black

community at least, has been highlighted by recent work by William

Julius Wilson and his colleagues. Wilson emphasizes that unemployment

among young black men has risen in much the same way that marriage has

fallen. It seems plausible that unemployment discourages marriage. But

ve know altogether too little about the causes of the changing family

structures, and ve know still less about the ways in which these tremls

might be slowed or reversed.

The reality is that more and more women are heading households.

And many are poor. Child support is uncommon even among women who were

once married. It is virtually non-existent among never-married mothers.

Finding and holding a job, particularly when there are young children at

home is often difficult. Many turn to the welfare system for support.

For the majority of women who use it, AFDC will be a temporary

source of support. Most mothers will be on welfare for two, or perhaps
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four years, then they are done with it for good. Some of these women

marry, remarry or reconcile with a separated husband. Others are able

to find work which pays enough to keep them off of welfare. A few find

other sources of economic aid such as child support payments or help

from relatives.

But for an important minority, welfare will play a major role in

their support for an extended period. Some 25% will receive welfare for

10 years or more. Some of these women will be on continuously, others

will leave welfare for a year or two, but later return. It is this long

term group which I believe deserves our close attention.

The long term recipients merit our concern both for humanitarian

and fiscal reasons. At the very least, ve know these mothers and their

children are living in economic deprivation because welfare benefits are

quite low. For many of the mothers who find themselves unable to

provide for themselves, it is undoubtedly a source of alienation and

frustration. And some analysts worry that long term receipt helps move

people into an "underclass" with distorted values and few prospects for

escape from dependence.

Fiscal concerns also demand that ve consider the plight of long

term recipients. Those who stay on AFDC for only a few years cost the

system relatively little. By contrast, the cost of supporting someone

who stays for 10 or 20 years is vastly higher. As a result, 60% and

more of our resources go to providing aid to the 25% of recipients who

end up staying 10 years or more. If we could help such women become

self-supporting, ve would simultaneously help the truly needy and the

truly costly.

We can make reasonable predictions about who is likely to be a long
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term recipient. Young mothers, particularly never-married mothers, vho

start on AFDC when they are very young (and their children are young),

have the bleakest prospects. If they have additional children, the

outlook is even worse. Those with little work experience and poor

education are more likely to be long term recipients.

The problems facing such women are often difficult and complex.

Many have very young children. Others have had little contact with

work. They need comprehensive programs which are often expensive. Yet

there is some evidence that our aid programs are most successful with

women whose prospects look worst. The Supported Work program focused on

long term recipients, and earnings gains were reasonably large. Indeed

there is reason to expect programs geared to women with little work

experience may achieve greater success in earnings gains and welfare

cost reductions than those aimed at women vho are almost job-ready.

Helping a woman find a job a few months earlier than she would have

otherwise has little long term effect. Finding one for a woman who

would have remained entirely dependent on AFDC for years can have a

major impact.

But our current programs, particularly the Work Incentive (WIN)

program, are focussed on exactly the opposite groups of recipients,

those who are likely to move off welfare quickly on their own. We

concentrate almost entirely on women with children over 5, and then we

often serve the most job ready. This system yields higher placement

rates for the WIN program, but it does little to help the really

dependent recipients or to reduce welfare costs. Indeed, if our goal is

to target our :imited resources on the group most likely to be long term

dependent, the WIN program badly needs to be redirected.
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Consider the nevermarried teenager who starts on AFDC when she has

a child, WIN regulations do not require that she be served at all until

her child is at least 6. And then relatively -eager services are

provided. This young mother may have been on AFDC for 5 years--and even

longer if she han had additional childrenbefore any real attempt is

made to help her. Surely this sort of policy deserves reconsideration.

One cannot and should not require work of women with very young

children, but one can provide a host of services, including employment

and training programs, on a voluntary basis. The programs need to be

comprehensive and sensitive to the problems faced by such women.

I will not pretend that we know how to help these women exactly.

I do not favor a massive nationwide program to aid such mothers. We do

not know enough to spend the money wisely, even if the fiscal realities

allayed it. But there are glimmers of hope. We are learning about

programs which do make a difference. We desperately need to know more

about how we can help. Thus I favor expansion of very carefully

conceived demonstrations projects. Well run demonstrations with control

groups are unpopular for various reasons. But when they are done right,

enormous gains/our ability to help people often follow. The work by

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (NDRC) in this regard has

been exemplary. Let me emphasize the need for programs which can be

effectively evaluated. We need answers. Because the welfare population

is so volatile, my own view is that demonstrations without control

groups are virtually impossible to evaluate.

Achieving the goal of helping the long term dependent recipient

become self sufficient will be difficult. We can not expect all single

mothers to completely support themselves. But the problems are far too

serious and far too costly not to try a variety of programs. Nov in

this time of fiscal austerity, demonstrations which can point us to ways

to help the long term recipient and cut program costs ought to command

support from those on all sides. If we ignore the problem, it is likely

to get worse.
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Mr. WEISS. Thank you, Dr. Ellwood. Ms. Nightingale.

STATEMENT OF DEMETRA SMITH NIGHTINGALE, RESEARCH
ASSOCIATE, THE URBAN INSTITUTE

Ms. NIGHTINGALE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the
opportunity to address you today, and I would like to just provide a
general overview of Federal work and welfare policies.

First, I will briefly summarize some of the research concerning
employment and training programs for welfare recipients, and the
changes in Federal policy over the past 5 years.

Second, I will address the implications ofsome of the administra-
tion's proposed work requirements, and, third, I will present a few
suggestions for future policy and research.

The dual intent of Federal welfare employment policy is to
reduce overall welfare costs and improve the self-sufficiency of in-
dividual clients. The programs include both employment and train-
ing services and enforcement of the work requirements. Since 1967,
the Work Incentive Program [WIN], has been the work component
for AFDC, and is jointly administered by DOL and HITS.

In designing programs for welfare recipient; whether it is
through WIN, welfare agencies, workfare, community-based organi-
zations, or JTPA, one must be clear about whether the objective is
to significantly improve the long-term employability of individuals
or to reduce overall welfare costs.

If overall welfare savings is an objective, then expectations must
be modest. At best, work programs have only led to about a 1 per-
cent reduction in aggregate welfare case load and total cost. Any
program will have a difficult time reducing overall welfare costsfor three reasons:

First, as we have already heard, the turnover rate on AFDC is
very high. Clients go on and off welfare in patterns totally unrelat-ed to work programs or requirements.

Second, for legal and humanitarian reasons, sanctions for not
participating in programs can only be imposed for a short time and
must include extensive adjudication procedures.

And, finally, and perhaps most importantly, as we have already
heard, a major cost of AFDC results from long-term dependents
with multiple barriers to employment, including medical problems,
low education and illiteracy, child care problems, lack of work ex-
perience, and family difficulties.

As we have also already heard, although half of all the female
recipients will be on AFDC less than 1 year, over 20 percent
remain on for several years. If the primary objective is to move as
many welfare recipients as quit11y as possible into regular employ-ment, then group job search assistance or job clubs should be em-
phasized.

If the objective is to reduce long-term welfare dependency, then
intensive employability training and reme services are required
to address the multiple problems.

Findings from a study of WIN that we conducted at the Urban
Institute suggest that certain types of service delivery systems
seem to work best. First, providing clients with job-seeking skills
essential. Second, individual case management /3 critical, especially
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for dealing with clients with multiple problems, and, third, it is ab-
solutely essential to have a wide range of social services available.
Even if funding for provision of services is limited, trained social
workers can counsel clients, assist them in developing their own
child care, provide counseling on home financial management and
refer them to other agencies where services might be obtained.

As might be obvious, we also found that it is important to have
the professional expertise of both employment and training special-
ists and social service experts coordinating with the income main-
tenance department, regardless of whether they are in the same
agency or in different agencies.

It is important to also note, as was already heard, that the wel-
fare population is not homogenous. Some clients have recent work
experience and sufficient education, so that only minimal services,
such as job search assistance or help in arranging child care, are
needed to help them become self-sufficient.

At the other extreme are those clients, the ones likely to become
long-term dependents, with multiple barriers, who require a broad-
mix of services.

Welfare mothers under CETA benefited from both classroom
training and subsidized employment. Also, Supported Work Pro-
grim, which emphasizes developing work habits, motivation and
basic work skills, shows substantial benefits to welfare mothers, es-
pecially those older, long-term dependents with little prior work
history.

In addition, 61 percent of WIN clients score below the eighth or
ninth grade level in math, and 44 percent score below that level in
reading, suggesting a real need for basic remedial education.

Since 1981, welfare employment policy has been altered by three
provisions initially presented under OBRA.

First, the WIN single agency demonstration program.
Second, the work supplementation and grant diversion program.
Third, CWEP or workfare where clients can be required to work

in unpaid jobs in exchange for their cash assistance.
As part of the Urban Institute's large ongoing project examining

the changes in social policy, we have tracked the changes in em-
ployment, training, and welfare programs, including the shift from
CETA to JTPA and the implementation of WIN demos and CWEP.
Under CWEP, States may design mandatory programs that can in-
clude training, supportive services, job placement, job search assist-
ance, and workfare. The essential component of CWEP, however,
and the most controversial of the Reagan initiatives, is workfare.

At least 23 States have a CWEP component for some AFDC re-
cipients, but although half the States have CWEP, the component
is active in only about 16 percent of all counties nationwide, usual-
ly in nonurban or rural areas and often on a demonstration basis.

In States with large CWEP programs, such as Michigan and
Pennsylvania, the most urbanized areas do not participate. States
have definitely experimented with CWEP, but usually not on a
large scale, nor with the aim of reducing welfare costs or requiring
clients to work off their grants. Rather, CWEP is usually viewed as
a supplemental activity to provide employability development and
limited work experience to clients.
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As of January 1985,22 States were in the WIN demo, which has
had a positive effect in terms of increasing the visibility of the
WIN program, providing the impetus for implementing more inno-
vative services that have proven successful elsewhere in WIN, and
encouraging the development of creative financing methods to fund
the .work programs.

Two ironic outcomes are worth highlighting,. however. First, the
work welfare programs that are evolving, even those with CWEP
components, do not reflect the strict punitive welfare deterrence
character of the administration's proposals, and, ,in fact, 23 States
now report that because of .budget reductions, jewer counties in.
1983 had active work requirements for 'AFDC than in 1981..

Rather, States are Implementing and expanding innovative serif-
ice practices developed and tested and proven over the years. under
WIN and other demonstration programs.

Second, those communities that are implementing large workfare
programs report that the Ara under -CW are similar and often
identical to former MTh PSE jobs, a program which the adminis-
tration adamantly criticized for creating make-work jobs.

In other words, CWEP, a program strongly endorsed by the ad-
ministration, has, in many ways, substituted for PSE, which it
strongly opposed.

The experience of these programs over the past years has im-
plications for the administration's current legislative proposals as
presented in S. 1081. I would like to just briefly address five aspects
of the work requirement proposals.

First, allowable activities. According to the proposal, those. cli-
ents mandatorily required to participate in work programs must be
referred for active participation in either, one, an intensive employ-
ment search program; two, CWEP; three, an alternative employ-
ment directed work experience program; four, work supplementa-
tion; or, five, JTPA.

Three points can be made:
First, there is no provision it the proposal for training or educa-

tion outside JTPA. But JTPA, as now designed, is riot a realistic
option for the majority of welfare clients. JTPA is selective in
terms of who gets into training. Some welfare and WIN programs
report that only about 5 to 10 percent-of the clients that they send
to JTPA are accepted.

Second, the administration's proposal makes no provision for
social services or counseling, and many States will not initially be
able to provide much child care on their own because of limited re-
sources under title XX.,

Third, the proposal does not clearly define intensive employment
search beyond noting that it must be done on a regularly scheduled
basis. States may feel it necessary to devise holding components for
clients for whom positions not immediatelyavailable.

The employment search is the obvious holdi where
clients may be required to check in. every few weeks or once a
month, but with no real assistance or monitoring of activities: P.

The second aspect of the proposal concerns participation require-
ments. States would be required eventually to actively serve 75-Per-
cent of the mandatory clients,.andfinancial penalties would be im-
posed if that participation requirement is not met:
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The work programs will likely become churning mechanisms
where clients are simply moved through the system routinely
during some period, with less attention devoted to each client.
There would be an increase in the rapid initiation of sanctions in
order to document program nonparticipation. There would likely
be increased paperwork and State reporting to protect the State
itself against Federal audit exceptions, and the priority on program
compliance will discourage experimentation and innovation, which
would be considered too risky.

The third aspect of the proposal concerns two =Or changes in
who would be subject to active work program participation, by 're-
quiring active services to AFDC applicantsrather than just regis-
tration for these peopleand removing the exemption for clients
who live in remote areas.

I agree with Dr. Ellwood that part of the problem is holding Off-
too long before providing any opportunities for these people, but
what the administration's current proposal does is require a large
increase in caseload instantly, without an appropriate phase -in,
and States would be faced with financial penalties for not serving
these new target groups.

The fourth point about the proposal concerns CWEP. The pro=
posed amendment places emphasis on CWEP, but does not specifi=
cally require States to operate such programs. It does, however, 're-
quire that the number of hours of participation be based on the
total benefits for AFDC and food stamps rather than just AFDC:'

Food stamp workfare is decreasing nationwide because of 'the -1
complexity and AFDC CWEP is not typically being used to have;
clients work off their grants. As with job search for applicants, one
attraction of CWEP to date has been that States can supplement
their WIN funds and AFDC funds with separate AFDC 50/50:
matching funds for the costs of administering CWEP.

The added complexity of CWEP is not likely to result in in-
creased participation, particularly with reduced resources.

One final point on the proposal concerns funding. The pro
amendments would appropriate a fixed amount of funds toSta
for AFDC and a separate, fixed amount for work prograMs. WIN
funding has been about $260 'million annually since'fiscar year
1983. That is for both regular WIN and WIN demos. With the 10-
percent State match that is required, the total resources available
are about $280 million.

The administration proposes $145 million for the work
with no State match, which would represent about a perpent
budget reduction and much more if the reimbursable amounts,for
CWEP and N -A applicant job search could be estimated.

State and local managers .report that theparealready overloaded
and have had to cut- back employment services to welfare clients in ,1
many areas. It does not seem possible that States could serve more
clients with significantly lest money.

There is no reason based on past research,to believe that thew;
amendments would increase self-sufficiency of decrease welfare de='
pendency. They would, of course, decrease welfare, costa sifice
AFDC funding would be capped, but that may also force States-0T:
restrict AFDC eligibility and deny assistance to some needy &mi-.
lies.
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Before making major changes to a system that is not yet stabi-
lized from the policy shifts of the past 5 years, more attention
should be paid now to the effectiveness of the programs as they
currently exist. It will not be possible to make such an evaluation
with existing program data.

The fragmentation of welfare employment policies at the Federal
level pfris staff reductions in Federal agencies has dismantled theunified , u, reporting system and the performance-based alloca-
tion system. It is virtually impossible to compare activity and per-
formance levels between WIN and WIN demo programs, or be-
tween programs in 1985 and programs in 1980, and States are re-
quired to report only minimal data on CWEP. Many States and
counties have exemplary demonstrations that are currently being
evaluated, and some States are maintaining their own performance
data.

There are currently, however, no valid national data on which to
base major legislative decisions. Changes at this time which are in-
tended to improve the welfare employment system are premature.
Legislation should be considered only after the current State and
local research findings are presented and after an objective, thor-
ough, and nonpolitical evaluation of the current national work wel-
fare system is conducted.

The national evaluation should also include an examination of
ways to reduce long-term dependency and to place the several
State and loc-al research projects currently underway into a broad-
er national perbpective.

Finally, there is now a new urgency for stabilizing Federal wel-
fare employment policies, because other federally funded artivities,
mainly under JTPA, and the Perkins Vocational Education Act,
must target on welfare clients, single parents, and displaced home-
makers.

Federal direction should encourage cooperation and coordination
among the three systems to ensure that the welfare clients are af-
forded maximum opportunities to participate 'in the most appropri-
ate training programs. Such direction is now lacking because the
Federal systems are fragmented and policy on the welfare side is
geared toward enforcement of the work requirement rather than
long-term improving of self-sufficiency.

In conclusion, the primary concern now should be to allow the
welfare employment system and funding to stabilize, and to pro-
vide clear, Federal direction to encourage more States to focus on
program development and interprogram coordination. This would
allow the most effective services to be adopted to help the Nation's ti
welfare clients acquire training, education, and other services that
they need to achieve long-term self-sufficiency. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Nightingale follows:)

29



24

Employment Programs for AFDC Clients:
Current Status and Prospects for the Future

Demecra Smich Nightingale*

Testimony before the
Intergovernmental Relations and Human Resources Subcommittee

Committee on Government Operations
U.S. House of Representatives

July 9, 1985

* The author is a Reseoreh Associate vich The Urban Institute. This

testimony represents her personal vieus and not those of The Urban

Institute or ics sponsors.

30



Mr. Chairman and Members of the Coomitceet

I appreciate the opportunity to address you today. / would like to

discuss three issues related to federal work and welfare policy. First, I

will briefly summarize research concerning the effectiveness of employment

nd training programs for welfare recipients and the changes in federal

welfare employment policy over the past five years. Seclnd, I will address

implications of the administration's proposed work requirements. Third, I

will present a few suggestions for future policy and research.

Current Welfare - Employment Policy

Federal and state laws require that welfare recipients who can work

should be encourage* to do so. The dual intent of welfare-employment

policy is to reduce overall welfare costs and improve the self-sufficiency

of individual clients. Thus, programs for welfare recipients incfude both

employment and training services and enforcement of the work tequiremenc

regulation. Since 1967, the Work Incentive (WIN) Program has been the work

component for the Aid to Families With Dependent Children (AFDC) program.

WIN is jointly administered by the U.S. Departments of Labor (DOL) and

Health and Human Services (HAS), and at the state and local levels by the

welfare agency and the employment security agency.

Welfare-employment policy, programs and demonstrations have been

surrounded by controversy for several reasons. Programs have been

criticized for not serving enough welfare recipients and for not

significantly reducing welfare costs. There are emotional debates over

whether mothers with children should be forced to work at all. In

..
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addition, evea well-funded "exemplary" programs have very little effect on

overall welfare dependency.

Policy and legislative changes enacted since 1981 have altered the

nature of the federal welfare-employment system, the roles of the different

levels of government, and the types of services provided to individuals.

Before summarizing the effect of these changes, it is useful to briefly

note the results of some of the vast amount of research conducted over the

past fifteen years that identifies what types of employment programs work

best.

In designing programs for welfare recipients -- whether it is through

WIN, welfare agencies, workfare, community organizations or the Job

Training Partnership Act (JTPA) -- one must be clear about whether the

objective is to significantly improve the long-term employability of

individuals or to reduce overall welfare costs.

If overall welfare savirv-s is a primary objective, expectations must

be modest. At best, work programs for welfare recipients have only lead to

about a one percent reduction in aggregate welfare caseload and total

costs. 1/ Any welfare employment program will have a difficult time

reducing overall welfare costs for three reasons. First, the turnover rate

on AFDC is high, clients go on and off welfare in patterns unrelated to

work programs or requirements. At any given time half of female-headed

Demetra Smith Nightingale and Lynn C. Burbridge, Measuring the

Reduction of Welfare Dependency Due to Employment and Training

Programs, The Urban Ihatitute, Washington, DC, 1984.
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cases will be off AFDC within one year. -1/ Second, for legal and

humanitarian reasons, sanctions for not participating in programs can only

be imposed for a short time and must include extensive adjudication

procedures. Finally, and perhaps most importantly, a major cost of AFDC

results from long-term dependents with multiple barriers to employment

including medical problems, low education and literacy levels, child care

problems, lack of work experience and family problems. Research shows that

although half of all female recipients will be on AFDC less than one year,

twenty percent will remain on for aver three years. 3/

If the primary objective is to move as many welfare recipients as

quickly as possible into regular employment, then research suggests that

group job search assistance or Job Clubs should be emphasized. The

long-term effectiveness of this approach, however, has not been proven, and

there is some concern that clients in some group components'tend to

identify and accept low -wage jobs which may not have long-term security.

If the objective is to reduce long-term welfare dependency, then intensive

employability training and remedial services are required to address the

3-/ June A. O'Neill, Douglas A. Wolf, Laurie J. Bassi, and Michael T.
Hannan, An Analysis of Time on Welfare, The Urban Institute,
Washington, DC, June 1984; and Mary Jo Bane and David T. Ellwood, The
Dynamics of Dependence: The Routes to Self-Sufficiency, Urban Systems
Research and Engineering, Inc., Cambridge, June 1983.

3/
O'Neill, et al; and Bane and Ellwood.
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multiple problems of these individuals. Evaluations of some demonstrations

have shown that annual earnings can be increased by $1000 or core. Ai

Findings from a study of IgN conducted at The Urban Institute suggest

that certain types of service delivery systems work best. 1/ First,

providing clients with job-seeking skills in a formal Job Club, through

more intensive individual counselling, or through a combination of the two

approaches is essential. Second, individual case management is critical.

For example, job development should be client-centered; staff should

develop jobs or find openings for a specific client rather than develop a

pool of openings and then try to find clients to it the pool. Initial

up-front personal staff attention is required to match a welfare client

with an appropriate employer or with a training opportunity. The

individual case management, or brokerage, approach is particularly

important in dealing with clients vich multiple problems.

Third, in serving welfare recipients it is absolutely essential to

have a wide range of social services available. Even if funding for

provision of services is limited, trained social workers can counsel

clients, assist them in developing their own child care, provide

counselling on home financial management, and refer them to other agencies

where services can be obtained.

4/

5/

D. Lee Bawden, "The Effectiveness of Employment and Training Programs

for the Welfare Population," Unpublished Paper, April 1985; and

Nightingale and Burbridge.

John J. Mitchell, Mark Lincoln Chadwin and Demecra Smith nightingale,

Implementing Welfare-Employment Programs: An Institutional Analysis of

the Work Incentive (11/11) Program, U.S. Department of Labor, Employment

and Training Administration, MD Monograph 78, Washington, DC, 1980.
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As might be obvious, we found that in order to really help welfare

clients become employable, it is important to have the professional

expertise of both employment and training specialists and social services

experts coordinating with the income maintenance department. Addressing

the employment problems of the welfare population requires the expertise,

knowledge and services available from both professional systems.

Receptivity of employers to hire welfare recipients must be cultivated by

professionals who are intimate with the operation of the labor mare and

the needs of employers. Supportive services, counselling, children and

family services are best provided by social work professionals.

Bureaucratic and interagency hostility and competition about these

responsibilities can seriously obstruct the development of an effective

welfare-employment program.

It is important to also note that the welfare population :s not

homogeneous. Different types of services work beat for certain types of

clients. Much research has focused on specific target groups. First, some

clients have recent work experience and sufficient education so that only

minimal services, such as job search assistance or help in arranging child

care, are needed to help them become self-sufficient. At the other extreme

are those clients -- the ones likely to become long-term dependents -- with

multiple barriers who require a mix of services in order to become

self-sufficient.

Welfare women generally benefit from intensive training. For example,

welfare mothers under CETA benefitted from both classroom training and

subsidized employment. Their largest post-program gains in earnings

occurred after participation in public service employment (over $1500 per

35
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year), and from classroom training and on the job training ($400-$800 per

year). fil Supported Work Experience which emphasizes developing work

habits, motivation and basic. work skills by providing jobs with graduated

stress, close supervision and peer support shows substantial benefits to

welfare mothers, especially those older long-term dependents with little

prior work history. 21 In addition, a study by The Educational Testing

Service found chat 61 percent of WIN clients scored below the 80/9ch grade

level in math and 44 percent scored below chat level in reading competency,

suggesting a need for basic remedial education. 1/

Thus, if the policy objective is to reduce long-term welfare

dependency, then employability development services, career planning, basic

education, job development, training and extensive individual 8'8.1

services must be available.

Much of the knowledge about what works best for welfare rkipients

resulted from extensive research and demonstration in the WIN and CETA

programs in the 1970a. Since 1981, there have been major changes in both

systems. More specifically, welfare-employment policy has been altered by

three provisiors initially presented under the Omnibus Budget

Reconciliation Act of 1981 and layer extended under the Tax Equity end

6/

7/

8/

Laurie J. Bassi, Margaret C. Simms, Lynn C. Burbridge, and Charles L.
Betsey, Measuring Impact of CETA on Youth and the Economically

Di..dvancaRed, The Urban Institute, Washington, DC, 1984.

Gary Burtless end Robert Haveman, "Policy Lessons from Three Labor
Market Experiments," in R. Thayne Robson, ed., Employment and Training
R&D: Lessons Learned and Future Directions, W.E. Upjohn Institute for
Employment Research, Kalamazoo, MI, 1984.

Marlene Goodison, Testing Literscy Levels fn the WIN Population, Center
for Occupational and Professional Assessment, Educational Testing

Service, Princeton, NJ, March 1982.
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Fiscal Responsibility Act of 1982 and the Deficit Reduction At of 1984.

The three work provisions are: (1) the optional WIN single-agency

demonstration programs (where state welfare departments are solely

responsible for WIN); (2) optional Work Supplementation (or grant diversion

programs); and (3) Community Work Experience Programs (CWEP), or workfare,

where clients can be required to work in unpaid jobs in exchange for their

cash assistance.

As pert of The Urban Institute's large on-going project examining the

changes in social policy under the Reagan administration, we have tracked

the changes in employment, training and welfare programs including the

shift from CETA to JTPA and the implementation of WIN Demos and CWEP. -9-/

The administration's response to the increasing cost of AFDC has in part

been to strengthen the enforcement of the work requirement, and the three

OSRA options allow state welfare agencies broad flexibility in designing

and administering work requirement programs. First, under MEP states may

design mandatory programs that can include tralning, supportive services,

job placement, job search assistance and workfare. The essential component

of CWEP, however, and the most controversial of the Reagan

welfare-employment initiatives, is workfare. All other components allowed

under CWEP nave been available under WIN since 1967.

The second major work-welfare option is the WIN Demo which allows

states to operate the WIN program through 1. single-agvncy rather than the

21 This discussion of the changes in welfare-employment policy is based or
Demecra Smith Nightingale, Federal Employment and Training Policy
Changes During the Reagan Administration: State and Local Responses,
Changing Domestic Priorities Project Discussion Paper, The Urban
Institute, Washington, DC, May 1985.
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joint-agency structure. The state welfare department has total

responsibility for the program. Over the years, WIN. dual agency structure

has been both praised and criticized. On the one hand, the structure

provides the opportunity to maximize the expertise and services available

in both the employment security agency and the welfare department in

removing clients' barriers to employment. On the other hand, the dual

system is more complex to administer. Under WIN Demo, welfare departments

must develop the employment and training expertise or contract with another

agency to obtain it.

The WIN single-agency demonstration and CWEP options provide states

with great discretion. At least 23 states have a CWEP component for Some

AFDC recipients. Although about half the states have some type of CWEP for

AFDC clients, the component is active in only about sixteen percent of all

counties nationwide, usually in non-urban or rural areas and often on a

demonstration basis. In scares with large CWEP programs such as Michigan

and Pennsylvania, the most urbanized areas (Detroit, Philadelphia and

Pittsburgh) do not participate.

States are definitely experimenting with CWEP, but usually not on a

large scale nor with the aim of reducing welfare costs or requiring clients

to "work off" their granca. Rather, CWEP is viewed as a supplemental

activity to provide employability development and limited work experience,

very much like the traditional WIN work experience component. There are

exceptions, of course, and some (mostly non-urban) counties in Michigan,

New York, Pennsylvania, Virginia and Wesc Virginia have designed strict

workfare programs.

38
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As of January 1985, twenty-two states were in the WIN Demo and a few

others applied for demonstration status between January and June. The WIN

Demo has had a positive effect in terms of increasing the visibility of the

WIN program (a probl,,m in the past in law-performing WIN programa),

providing the impetus for implementing more innovative services that have

proven successful elsewhere in WIN, and encouraging the development of

creative financing methods to fund the work programs. The core of all the

"new" programs, however, is the client service model typically found in

WIN. Most high-performing WIN programs did not choose the WIN Demo option,

presumably because stated were satisfied with their dual agency system.

At the same time that states are redesigning services, twenty three

stater also report that because of the WIN budget reduction (about 30

percent since FY1981) and continued uncertainty about future funding,

either the number of counties covered by the AFDC work requirement or the

types of services provided were reduced after 1981. This means that fewer

clients were subject to the work requirement in 1983 than in 1981.

Two ironic outcomes are worth highlighting. First, the work - welfare

programs that are evolving, even those with CWEP components, do not reflect

the strict, punitive, "welfare deterrence" character of the

administration's proposals, and, in fact, fewer counties in 1983 had active

work requirements than in 1981. Rather, states are implementing and

expanding innovative service practices developed and tested over the years

under W12, a program which the administration has epeatedly proposed to

eliminate. Second, chose communities rhac are implementing large workfare

programs report that the jobs under CWEP are similar and often identical to

former CET?, PSE jobs, a program which the administration adamantly
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criticized for creating "make work" jobs. In other words, CVEP, a program

strongly endorsed by the administration, has in many ways substituted for

PSE which is strongly opposed.

Implications for Current Administration Proposal

The experience of welfare-employment programs over the past four years

has implications for what might be expected if the administration's current

legislative proposals as presented in S. 1081 are enacted. 12,/

Five aspects of the administration's work requirement proposals can be

addressed:

Allowable Activities. According to the proposal, those clients

mandatorily required to participate in work programs must be referred "for

active participation in an immediately available position" in one or more

of five allowable activities:

(a) an "intensive employment search program;"

(b) CWEP;

(c) an alternate "employment-directed program."
experience, but not training or education);

(which means work

(d) work supplementation. or

(e) JTPA progrrAs.

Based on research about the characteristics of the welfare population

and the implementation of wcrk and training programs, three points can be

made. First, the 1.! no provision in the proposal for training or

education outside JTPA, but JTPA as it is now designed 1$ not a realistic

"Proposed Social Welfare Amendments of 1985," S. 1081, Introduced in

the U.S. Senate, stay 7, 1985.
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option for the majority of welfare clients. JTPA is selective in terms of,

who gets into training; some welfare and WIN programs report that only

about 5-10 percent of the clients they send to JTPA are accepted. ai In

essence, the adninistration's proposal does not allow for much remedial

education or vocational training, which is greatly needed if substantial

numbers of clients are to become employed.

Second, the administration's proposal makes no special provision for

social .1zr.:icle or counselling. Many states will not initially be able to

provide much child care for work program pec,Icl,:azts nr,!..r Title EX/Social

Services Block Grants because of limited resources and service priority

designations. WIN, CWEP, JTPA and WIN Demo programs have depended on WIN

funded social services as the primary child care resource.

Third, the proposal does not clearly define "intensive employment

search," beyond noting that it must be "on a regularly scheduled basis."

States uay feel it necessary to devise "holding" components for clients if

positions are not "immediately available." The employment search is the

obvious "holding" component, where clients might be required to "Cho.te tr"

every few weeks or once a month, but with no real assistance or monitoring

of activities.

Participation Requirements. Under the proposal, states would be

required eventually (by FY1988) to "actively" serve 75 percent of the

mandatory clients. Financial penalties would be imposed if the

participation requirement is not met. This proposal might have four

effects. First, the work programs would become "churning" mechanisms,

AL/ Nightingale.
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wnere clients are simply moved through the system routinely during some

yec-unspecified period (e.g., monthly or quarterly), with less attencion

devoted to each client. Second, there would be an increase in the rapid

initiation of sanctions co document program non-parcicipacion, even though

typically most sanctions eventually are withdraws when the client appears

with an explanation for the "violacion." 12/ Third, there would likely be

increased paperwork and state emceeing to protect the state against audit

exceptions. Administrative costs would increase since more staff time

would have co be devoted co client paperwork, monitoring, initiating

sanctions and maintaining participation statistics co avoid AFDC error

races. Fourth, the priority on participation Laces and allowable

activities will further discourage program service experimentation and

innovation which would be considered coo "risky."

Definition of Mandatory Participants. The proposed legislation

makes two major changes in who would be subjecc co active work program

participation, by adding active services co AFDC applicants (rather than

just registration) and by removing the "remoteness" exemption. These two

changes would require substantial state program expansion. As already

noted, since 1981 many states have essentially closed down chair non-urbn

work programs because of budget reductions. The proposed legislation would

require all states co operate statewide programs, but there is no provision

for phasing in these rural operations. This could be a huge effort in some

121 Tracy Field, Sabina Deicrick, and Brenda Chapman-Barnes, The Work
Requirement and the Welfare Reform Demonstrations, MPR, Inc. and The
Urban Institute, Washington, DC, 1981.
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states, especially where there are stare hiring freezes or other :sternal

problems.

Similarly, although some states have implemented /V-A job search for

applicants, most have not. Those that have done so were attracted by the

possibility of increasing their AFDC funds since applicants services have

been funded under the regular 50-50 AFDC reimbursement procedure. 12i Most

other states register applicants as federal regulations require, but they

do not place priority on actively serving them until they become

recipients. Requiring states to serve applicants as well as recipients

will greatly increase their active caseload.

MEP: The proposed amendment places emphasis on CWEP programs, but

does not specifically require states to operate such programs. It doe:,

however, add complexity by requiring that the number of hours of

participation be based on the total benefits for AFDC and Food Stamps,

rather than just AFDC. Food Stamp Workfare is decreasing nationwide

bec:use of the complexity and AFDC CWEP is not typically being used to have

clients "work off" their grants. As with job search for applies: 3, one

attraction of CWEP to date has been that states can supplement their WIN

funds with separate AFDC 50-50 reimbursement for the costs of administering

CWEP. The added complexity of CWEP is not likely to result in increased

participation, especially with reduced resources.

Funding. The proposed amendments would appropriate a fixed amount

of funds to states for AFDC and a separate fixed amount for work

programs. I will leave the discussion of AFDC funding to others, and will

1J Nightingale.
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simply note that there does not appear to be a clear accounting distinction

between the two sources, especially regarding the error rate penalties for

not meeting the participation requirement. WIN funding has been about $260

million annually since PY1983. With the ten percent state match (in cash

or kind), the total resources available has been about $280 million. The

administration proposes $145 million for the work programs with no state

match. This would represent about a 50 percent reduction, much more if the

reimbursable amounts for MEP and IV-A applicant job search could be

estimated. State and local managers report that they are already

overloaded and have had to cut back employment services to welfare clients

in many areas. It does not seem possible that states could serve more

clients (e.g., serving applicants plus increasing activity to meet

participation requirements) with much less funding.

In summary, it would appear that the administration's propoial would

drastically alter the work - welfare system for the second time in less than

five years, and would force states to run "factory-style" programs by

churning clients through the system. There are few provisions for

training, education or social services, which are critical to this

population. There la no reason, based on past research, to believe that

this proposal would increase self-sufficiency or decrease welfare

dependency. It would, however, decrease welfare costs, since AFDC funding

would be "capped," but that may also force states to restrict AFDC

eligibility and deny assistance to some needy families.
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Future Directions

Before making major changes to a system that has not yet stabilized

from the policy ahifts of the past five years, more attention should be

paid to the effectiveness of the programs as they now exist. It will not

be possible to do such an evaluation with existing program data. The

fragmentation of welfare-employment policy at the federal level between the

joint DOWNES WIN office and the Office of Family Assistance, plus staff

reductions, have dismantled the unified WIN program reporting system and

the performance-based allocation formula. It is virtually impossible to

compare activity and performance levels between WIN and WV Demo

programs. Furthermore, states are required to report only minimal data on

CWEP.

Many states and counties have CWEP demonstrations that are currently

being evaluated and some states are maintaining data on their own

performance. There is currently, however, no valid national data on Which

to base major legislative decisions that will affect the lives and

opportunities of millions of AFDC clients.

Major legislative changes at this time which are intended to improve

the welfare-employment system are premature. Legislation should be

considered only after the current state and local research findings are

presented and after an objective, thorough and non-political evaluation of

the current national work welfare system is conducted. The national

evaluation should also include an examination of ways to reduce long-term

dependency, and should place the several state and local research projects

currently underway into a national context.
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Finally, there is a new urgency for stabilizing federal

welfare-employment policy because other federally-funded activities, mainly

under JTPA and the Perkins Vocational Education Act, must target on welfare

clients, single parents and displaced homemakers. Federal direction should

encourage cooperation and coordination among the three systems to assure

that welfare clients are afforded maximum opportunities to participate in

the most appropriate training programs. Such direction is now lacking

because the federal system is fragmented and policy is geared toward

enforcement of the work requirement rather than improving self-sufficiency.

In conclusion, the primary concerns now should be to allow the

welfare-employment system and funding to stabilize, and to provide clear

federal direction to encourage states to focus on program development and

interprogram coordination. This would allow the most effective services to

be adopted to help welfare clients acquire training, education and other

services needed to achieve long-term self-eufficiency.

Mr. WEISS. Thank you very much, Ms. Nightingale.
I wonder, before we ask questions, if each of you could just very

briefly sketch in the context within which you make your presenta-
tion.

Dr. Ellwood, what kind of work have you been doing, what kind
of studies have you undertaken, and for whom? Ms. Nightingale, if
you could sketch in what the Urban Institute is doing an what
your role in it has been.

Dr. ELLWOOD. I have done quite a number of studies looking at
various aspects of the poverty population. A large part of my work
has been focused on the dynamics of welfare and poverty. That is
not just who is poor, but how long are they poor, how do they get
out of poverty? When people escape AFDC, how do they do it, do
they do it by working, do they get married, and .so forth? A lot of
my work has been with Mary Jo Bane, a colleague of mine at the
Kennedy School, who is now deputy commissioner of social services
in the State of New York. This work has been using primarily lon-
gitudinal data.

One example. of my current work is a study with Mathematica
which is being funded by HHS, looking at ways in which long-term
recipients might be targeted more effectively. We have looked at
what are the characteristics of the long-term recipients, and we
have also been involved in some research about whether or not cer-
tain subsets of long-term recipients might be better served by the
alternative programs.

Finally, I have done an awful lot of work looking at family struc-
tures and why they are changing, how welfare fits in, how other
kinds of programs fit in.
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So, it has been a wide range of activities, mainly focusedlargely
focused on single mothers, but not exclusively. I have done quite a
lot of things.

Mr. Wass. Thank you.
Ms. Nightingale.
Ms. NIGHTINGALE. I have been doing research on employment,

and training, and welfare, and welfare employment programs for
12 years, and much of my research has focused on the implementa-
tion issues, intergovernmental issues, and the effectiveness of vari-
ous programs I have done several studies on the WIN

I am currently participating in the Pennsylvania Zfadrielmon-
stration and CWEP activities. I have worked with several cities and
I have had many different contracts with almost all of the Federal
social policy agencies.

My real focus is on the looking at the interactions between policy
and operations, and the effect of policy and legislative decisions on
decisions that are taken all the way down the line to the local
level, and the incorporation of local factors into the assessment and
evaluation of Federal employment and welfare programs

I have done extensive work on the Job Training Partnership Act,
and CETA, and various youth programs, programs for welfare re-
cipients, child support, food stamps, day care, and other things like
that.

The Urban Institute is a private, nonprofit, nonpartisan research
organization here in Washington. We have about 100 researchers
that do a broad range of social policy analysis on various economic
and social issues. The large project that I referred to is the large
on-going 5-year effort, funded by a variety of foundations, that has
looked at the changes in domestic policy during the Reagan admin-
istration, since 1980, and the effect of those changes, and that has
included about 50 different reports in various social policy areas.

Mr. WEISS. Good. Thank you very much.
Dr. Ellwood, in your testimony, you mentioned the need for

thoughtfully designed demonstration programs. Can you elaborate
on what kind of demonstrations you feel would meet this point?

Dr. ELLWOOD. One of the things that I haire been moat struck by
in my most recent research is the extent to which the really long-
term dependent group is the group of women who start on welfare
at a very young age with very young children, particularly the
never married mothers.

Now, my sense of the program is those women are largely un-
served for a very long period of time. By the time we get to them,
it may be 5, even 10 years after they start on welfare. That just
seems crazy to me.

Now, there are very good reasons why we have avoided targeting
programs on these recipients. The most important is that they typi-
cally have very young children. We are uncomfortable with requir-
ing work of such people. It is very difficult. There are good reasons
to be nervous and skeptical. They require much more services; they
are more costly to serve.

And, yet, they really are the group that accounts for a large,
really the bulk of our resources, and the bulk of the long-term de-
pendent population.
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So, I would like to see us engage in a variety of demonstrations
that focus on that group and other very seriously dependent
groups, people with very little work experience or people with very
poor educational attainment. I think that we can do that. And I
think there can be large payoffs.

But, I should also just emphasize once again that if your goal is
to help long-term recipients, without a carefully designed control
group, it is very, very difficult to learn much just by evaluating the
program data. Of .course, saying that you want a control group does
not mean that you have to insist on a particular kind of program
or a particular kind of thing. It really means only that you want to
learn something.

Currently, /4/MRC has done a number of evaluations of .CWEP,
where they let the States more or less design programs as they
would normally design them, but, then, insisted on some sort of an
evaluation design that allows for control groups. With that sort of
design, you really can learn and you really can see something. Oth-
erwise, you get caught up in this business of one State sa
"Hey, we have very high placement rates" or "Gee, look at all the
women that are working now that were not working 2 years ago or
1 year ago," when, in fact, many of those things would have hap-
pened all by themselves.

And, I think that a lot of bad policy can be made simply on the
basis of looking at the current indicators, which we use in JTPA
and other places, like placement rates, rather than having a com-
prehensive kind of evaluation.

That sounds like a typical academic reaction, but as one that is
an academic that has looked very hard at the -;,uestion of how do
you help the long-term recipient, I can say that it is very difficult
to come up with any very serious answers, largely because of this
enormous dynamics that you do find in programs

Mr. WEISS. Thank you.
Ms. Nightingale, you also mentioned the inadequacy of past re-

search on which to base major changes on welfare employment
policy.

What kind of evaluation do you feel needs to be done to give us
the necessary data?

Ms. NIGHTINGALE. I do not think I said past research, I think the
current data are not adequate to make any more major changes in
the system right now. As part of the devolution of authoritydif-
ferent agencies call it different thingshas also been the devolu-
tion of reporting.

I agree with Dr. Ellwood that ideally you would have controlled
experimental designs to be able W evaluate programs Unfortunate-
ly, I think, in the fiscal condition that the Nation is in currently,
that that is a luxury that we no longer can afford. In the past, we
at least had some program data that you could go on, and ,think
right now we do not have that. What we have to do is wait for all
the various evaluations to be completed before we have any sense
of really what the effectiveness of the exemplary type of programs
are that are going on.

But, meanwhile, the exemplary programs are limited. The major -
ity of local communities around the country are not running exem-
plary programs. It is clear that a lot of the programs have shut
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down totally because of resource problems, priority problems, and
for any number of other reasons. The exemplary programs are a
minority, not a majority of what is happening out in the field.

And, it is on those other programs that we do not have enough
data to say what kind of a program or a Federal national policy is
going to make the biggest effect on a nationwide broad basis.

Mr. Wilms. Mr. Walker?
Mr. WALKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Dr. Ellwood, it seems to me that you have hinted at this, and I

just want to nail it down. You concentrate primarily on survey
data

Do I understand that the major increase of poverty-level families
headed by women is with teen-aged, never-married mothers, and
that what we see is an increasing number of those people? And
that those individuals are really the long-term problems that you
referred to?

Dr. ELLWOOD. I hear you asking two questions.
Mr. WALKER. Yes. OK.
Dr. EL WOOD. Let me respond to them separately.
One, if the question is why are there increasing numbers of

women heading families, the answer varies somewhat by race.
Among whites, it is almost entirely a result of increased rates of
divorce and separation among families with children. Among
blacks, a combination of two factors: one, it isthere has also been
some increase in divorces and separations, but, second, there, has
been a dramatic decline in the rate of marriage. In other words,
fewer and fewer young women are getting married.

Among those who are unmarried, the same fraction are having
children as ever had children. Indeed, there has been some drop.
But, because so many more are unmarried, the same fraction
having children means thst a larger and larger fraction of all chil-
dren are being born to unmarried women.

So, if the question is, has there been this dramatic increase in
teen-age births and so for'1, the answer is "No." There has actual-
ly been a decline. But, Because of a decline in e, and be-
cause of an increase in divorce and separation, wem do ve more
and more women that are single mothers. I do not know if that an-
swers the first part of your question. I will talk about long-term de-
pendency.

Mr. WALKER. I will follow up, but go ahead.
Dr. EL WOOD. As far as the long-term dependency, yes. If you

wanted to pick a group that was going to be on welfare for a long
time and for whom the society is going to devote an awful large
proportion of its welfare resources, it would be young, never mar-
ried mothers. They start on the program maybe as a teenager or in
their earlier twenties at the latest.

That is a group that one can predict will have a very long period
of welfare dependency, and, yes, that is the group that I would con-
centrate resources on. I think we do not know very much about it,
and I think we need to do more for them.

Mr. WALKER. OK. First, a comment, and that is that your analy-
sis of the first instance is interesting, because there has been a
good deal of controversy around Congress when the issue of tradi-
tional family values has been raised as to whether or not the
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breakdown of traditional family values has had an impact across
the board in society.

It seems to me your analysis would show fundamentally that the
breakdown of traditional family values has had an impact across
the board, when it comes to increasing poverty levels among
women.

Dr. ELLWOOD. There is no question that having more single
parent families, whether this is caused by changing values or what-
ever else, has an encirmous effect on poverty. Yes.

Mr. WALKER. And, second, the group to which you refer,..I think,
is an appropriate subject of analysis. Is it not correct, though, to
also point out that while they are unserved with job related serv,,
ices, that we are definitely providing welfare services to them, and
that may, indeed, be ti part of the problem, too?

I mean, some analyses have shown that you provide housingorou
provide income, you provide a number of things which basically en-
courage them to have a child, to get out of the home situation that
they may not particularly like. There are many teenagers who do
not particularly like their home situation. This is an encoure4e-
ment to move outside that home situation, and, yet, what you are
pointing out is the fact that what we fail to. do is provide them
with any kind of incentive to move to self sufficiency in the job
search area.

Dr. ELLWOOD. I agree with the second half of your comment. The
first half is something I used to think, but no longer do.

I really did, 2 or 3 years ago, believe that our welfare system was
encouraging formation of female-headed families in many cases. As
I mentioned in my testimony, Mary Jo Bane and I did a really ex-
tensive, and it is a very widely cited study looking at this very
issue, and you will have to trust me in saying that I really looked
hard for evidence of that proposition. In the end, I feel like I was
very much beat up by all the evidence I found in the sense that I
think there is very, very little evidence that these things are actu-
ally encouraging the formation of such families.

There is strong evidence to the contrary.
Mr. WALKER. But, there is differing data on that, is there not?

We just had testimony the other day before the Joint Economic
Committee by a Professor Galloway Lora Ohio University, who has
just completed a study. He says, quite plainly, that his study, along
with economist Richard Vetter, suggested that some poor peopl
lose their incentive to move out of poverty because of the availabil-
ity of Government money.

He says, "There is some threshold level beyond which additional
payments are counterproductive. That is, they lend to higher pover-
ty rates rather than lower."

Dr. ELLWOOD, i have not seen Lie study. Somebody mentioned his
testimony tz me. I have not read it.

There is no question that having welfare benefits must serve as
some modest incentive. But, I am somewhat a reformed. smoke
on this issue, I have looked at all the studies very carefully from
the point of view of someone who really wanted to show the wsl-
fare might be a very important role. I came away convinced that
the evidence is quite strong in the other direction. Now, you can
you know, in all these things, you can always play a game one way
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or another way and "prove" almost anything. I am just telling you
that I found very little evidence that the welfare system per se was
the major cause of the problem. There is some evidence that wel-
fare influences the decision of single mothers to live independently
rather than with their family. In other words; if you are a single
mother, and you are in a relatively high benefit State, you are
more likely to live independently than back with your mother or
parents. I think that is a different order of problem.

What I would like to emphasize is the point that you made at the
end, which is I see very little opportumty for self support in the
current system. You called it incentives, well certainly, whatever
incentives there were have been reduced lately by our elimination
of 30 and a third in AFDC.

I see very little incentive or opportunity for these women who
start a family at a relatively young age and who are likely to be
long-term dependents to get served with the kind of services that
they need. Indeed, the current direction is just in the opposite. We
are going to be pushing hard to have States serve more and more
people, with fewer and fewer resources, mid we will be looking at
very short-term kinds of measureslike placement rates - -and
what will happen is, inevitably, people will serve exactly the oppo-
site groups: Women who have good education and have work expe-
rience that can be moved off quickly with relatively minimni re-
sources.

I think that that is the real tragedy. regardless of where you are
on the political spectrum. Because if you are really concerned
about long-term dependency, you have to accept the fact that it is
very, very difficult to move long-term dependent recipients off, and
a program that is focused on moving lots of people in a short time
off the program is not going to serve those people well.

Mr. WALKER One question for Ms. Nightingale. You seemed to
indicate the level of resources is an important ingredient in all of
this. How do you explain then that during`the 1970's, the. rate, pov-
erty rate for female-headed households, was stuck at about 32.5
percent throughout the decade? It had actually increased from 32.5
to 32.7 percent during that period of time, and, yet, there was a
32.9-percent increase in Federal social welfare spending during
that period of time, from $64.6 b3112,on to $277.4 billion.

Ms. NIGHTINGALE. I vat.: referrlog only to the resources available
for employment and training targeted on welfare recipients. I am
not talking about the entire social welfare budget because that in-
clui.?Is a lot more.

But, when you look at what has happened to the employment
and training budget, those resources have been drastically reduced,
and I also dated in my testimony that employment and training
progress cannot be expecte .1 to be the cure-all answer to the wel-
fare dependency problem, and even the best run demonstrations
that have been done, and costly ones, have not shown more than 1
or 2 percent reduction in the aggregate for welfare reductions.

So, I was not, in any way, looking a', the total ctzit of social wel-
fare or the relationship of that to poverty.

Dr. ELLWOOD. Can I comment on that?
Mr. WALKER. S1're.
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Dr. ELLWOOD. Yes; it is true. I mean, those facts that you cite are
true.

Unfortunately, there are two really important things to keep in
mind. Benefit levels in the AFDC Program did not rise during this
period; they fell quite dramatically. Benefit levels are reduced by
as much as a third, adjusting for inflation from what they were 10
years ago.

So, in fact
Mr. WALKER. The period of time of the study was from 1970 to

1979.
Dr. ELLWOOD. Benefits-per-recipient declined during the period

1970 to 1980 in the AFDC Program. Adjusted for inflation, total
costs rose only modestly, not because we were more generous, but
because there were so many more single mothers m 1980 than
1970. Most of the increases that you are referring to came in: One,
p for the elderly, which, of course, do not help this group,
and two, in in-kind benefits like food stamps and medicaid.

In-kind benefits do not get counted as income .then we do our
poverty statistics. So, no matter what increase there was in these
programs, we would see no reduction in the measured verty level
for single families. We should not expect to see because
benefits aren't counted.

For these women, the main program that we give them in terms
of cash assistance, which ought to show up in a reduction of pover-
ty, is the AFDC Program, which did not change very much over
that entire period. There has been very little change. The number
of people on the program has remained stable and even fallen in
recent years.

Mr. WALKER. It does raise the question, though, if the cash bene-
fits program remains relatively stable, even with regard to infla-
tion, but you take away the things that they need to spend their
money for, such as medical care and such as food costs, and so on,
it should have some impact.

It may also suggest the measurement device has some problems
with it.

Dr. Emwoon. I agree with the measurement device issue. No
question. But, since poverty rates are not measured on the basis of
consumption, they are measured on the basis of what your gross
income is, it does not follow that if you give people no more
income, that poverty statistics could have been expected to fall.

Mr. WALKER. If you take away the things that they have to
spend money for and replace them. In other words, it would help a
great deal, in my budget, if I did not have to spend out of the re-
sources that I have as income for food or for health care.

Dr. Emwoon. But, that is a statement that says poverty rates are
not well measured. It is not a statement that says, "Gee, we have
had all this increase in social spending, and we have had no impact
on poverty."

Well, in fact, if you do account for those things, poverty rates
have declined fi

Mr. WALKER. OK.
Dr. ELLWOOD [continuing]. During some of this period. Neverthe-

less, even accounting for all that, we still have an extraordinarily
high poverty rate, particularly among women with young children.
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So, I think that the inference that those programs are actually
doing damage because in spite of massive spending increases, we
have not seen very much reduction in measured poverty, is com-
pletely inappropriate. Most of the money is going either to the el-
derly, to the disabled, which are not typically the single families, or
these in-kind benefits, which do not get counted. Some should be
counted, but they are not.

Ms. NIGHTINGALE. 'f I could add just one point, I think that we
have t;, consider also that even if employment and training and the
social servicesof these programshave a small effect on the over-
all poverty rate, the effect that they do haVe on individual people is
great, and I am sure that you will hear today and tomorrow testi-
mony by people who have lots of information on the positive effects
that it can have on the individuals.

It is in those programs where the budget has been severely 're-
duced and for those individual people who may not show up in the
aggregate poverty ratewhen you are looking at the totals-Ahat
have been negatively affected by a lot of the changes in the budget.

Mr. Wziss. Thank you both very, very much. Thank you.
Our next witness will be Joseph Delfico, the Associate Director of

Income Security Programs at the General Accounting Office.
Mr. Delfico will be accompanied by GAO staff members Janet

Shikles, Harold Fossett, Patty Cole, and Mary Martin.
Mr. Delfico, as soon as you and your associates are seated, I

think we are ready to proceed. [Pause.]
Mr. Dminco. Mr. Chairman, with your permission, I would like

to submit the full statement for the record and present a brief sum-
mary.

Mr. WEISS. Without objection, that will be done.
Mr. DELFICO. Thank you.
Mr. Wriss. Will you pull the microphone just a little bit closer to

yourself?

STATEMENT OP JOSEPH F. DELFICO, ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR OF
INCOME SECURITY PROGRAMS, GENERAL ACCOUNTING
OFFICE, ACCOMPANIED BY JANET SIMMS, HAROLD FOSSETT,
PATTY COLE, AND MARY MARTIN, STAFF MEMBERS

Mr. DELFICO. Mr. Chairman, we are pleased to appear today to
discuss findings from our ongoing study of families headed by
single females in poverty. Today, we will focus on current poverty
trends among families headed by women, and then discuss what
steps the Federal Government is taking to help these women earn
their way out of poverty. Finally, I will comment on the adminis-
tration's current proposal regarding work-related programs for
women on welfare.

In conducting our study, we interviewed welfare recipients,
agency officials and other experts in State and local governments
and academia, and reviewed studies by the public sector, poverty
researchers, and advocacy groups. We examined the Department of
Health and Human Services' [MS) project files and analyzed data
across States on 37 work-related demonstration projects. We also
visited selected educational, training, and work sites.
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The number of female-headed families in poverty, as you have al- 1,
ready heard this morning is substantial. In 1983, the latest year
for which data are there were 3.6 million female-headed
families in poverty in America, an increase of 1 million families
since 1979. The number of these families is projected to continue to
grow.

Linkage between being in a female-headed family and pove
clear. In 1983, people in families headed by women were.more
four times as likely to experience poverty as were people in other
families. In that year, 40 percent of all persons in female-headed
families were in poverty compared to 9.2 percent of persons in all
families.

These female-headed families were composed of over 12 million
people, representing one-third of all people in poverty. They includ-
ed 6 million children under the age of 18 or more than half of all
poor children.

The Federal response to the serious problem of women and chil-
dren in poverty has consisted mainly of programs which provide
cash and in-kind assistance for meetL. basic needs, priinatily the
AFDC, Food Stamp and Medicaid Programs. Poor female-headed
families rely extensively on AFDC for cash income. However, the
real value of AFDC benefits, which are not indexed for inflation,
declined by an estimated 33 percent from 1970 to 1984.

Many women on public assistance want to work in order to pro-
vide for their families and reduce their dependency, but face obsta-
cles such as low-skill levels, basic education gaps, and the need for
affordable child care. Since 1981, the Congress has authorized sev-
eral optional programs for States aimed at increasing the employ-
ability of women ; ;ving AFDC. These optional programs have
provided the Stater, th an opportunity to experiment with the
program types that work best for them. The States can choolie to
run these programs in 'lace of or in conjunction with the Work In-
centive Program I . These options include the Community
Work Experience , or what is usually known as workfare;
job search; work supplementation, sometimes known as grant di-
version; and the Work Incentive Demonstration Projects, an alter-
native to the WIN Program.

Thirty-seven States have implemented one or more of the op-
tions, often through demonstration projects, and as part of our
work for the subcommittee, we reviewed the results of demonstra-
tion projects implemented since 1981. These projects are designed
to test workfare and other approaches. Our previous studies found
that early workfare demonstrations did not provide useful evalua-
tive information on whether workfare increases the employability
of women on welfare, or whether it would reduce welfare costs. hr
response to our 1983 study, the Department assured us that im-
proved monitoring and more uniform evaluative information would
be forthcoming on later projects.

Our current review has found that the Department has made
little improvement in project monitoring and information collec-
tion. For example, evaluations of workfare projects are generally of
little value because of problems with the design and the number of
participants. In addition, the Department has assembled little in-
formation or analysis which would aid in determining if the dem-
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onatration projects on the whole help reduce welfare dependency
and public expenditure.

Our analysis of available, though lirrkitAd. data found that the
demonstration projects so far have yielded little conclusive evi-
dence that they could be implemented on a national basis. Many
projects are still in progress and their general applicability is ques-

However, some are showing encouraguig results. For ex-
ample, San Diego's job search and workfare propct has reported
significant impacts on the employment and earnings AFDC ap-
plicants. MassachuicOs' employment and training:program reports
placing 10,000 of the 25,000 participants served in the.prOgram's
first year in unsubsidized employment.

Both of 'these locations have extensive experience with work pro -
grams, but, unfortunately, have demographic and socioeconomic
characteristics that are not Projectable nationwide.

The demonstration projects also reveal that States often face
many barriers in implementing work programs, even on a small
scale. These barriers include the participants need fcir support
services, such as child care and transportation; participants' lack of
basic education and skills; difficulty in developing worksites for
some programs; paying for workers' compensation in workfare pro-
grams; working with inadequate or untrained staff; developing co-
operative relationships with other programs; and the possibility
that the value of the work performed by workfare participants will
be greater than the value of their AFDC benefits.

Insufficient financial resources can and often do contribute to
these problems. In the projects we reviewed, these problems caused
implementation delays and restricted the number of participants
which could be served.

The problems that current work programs are experiencing raise
questions about the administration's proposal for fiscal .year 1986.
The proposal would eliminate WIN and require all eligible AFDC
applicants and recipients to participate in employment-related ac-
tivities. By the third year of the program, 75 percent of the e
clients would have to participate or the State would be pen
financially.

This mandatory program would be funded by grants totaling
$145 million in 1986, increasing to $287 million in 1989. The admin-
istration estimates that the program would save $147 million over
4 years, of which $52 million would be saved in the first year
through grant reductions and avoidance, when participants leave
the rollsor applicants are deterred from applying.-

The net effect of the proposal would be to shift a greater share of
work program costs to the States while iaandating a high level of
performance. The proposed first year funding would be approxi-
mately half of the current funding for WIN and other work pro-
grams. By the third year, funding would increase to approximately
the current WIN level, but still less than the current funding.

Less Federal funding could affect States' ability to meet the pro-
posed Federal participation requirements. It is difficult to estimate
the extent of the effect because the administration does not totally
define participation. Even with a very loose definition of participa-
tion, most projects we reviewed currently fall far short of achieving
a 75-percent participation level.
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States with no current statewide program will probably face im-
plementation or expansion problems to achieve perform-
ance levels. Some currently successful programs might have to
change or curtail their activities because of reduced funding. In ad-
dition, the proposal suggests that any training be done through Job
Training Partnership Act Programs, which may not be able to ade-
quately serve women with severe employability problems.

Although the results of current work programs raise, doubts
about the feasibility of a nationwide mandatory program at this
time, the administration, for the most part, did not base its,propos-
al on these experiences. Ihstead, the documents -HHS ,officials Jiro-
vided us as support for the proposal consist of studies of programs
conducted between 1977 and the present. Overall, these programs
either have not been rigorously evaluated, are not applicable to the
AFDC Work Program, or are not representative of the Nation as a
whole. They do not, in our opinion, provide support to back up the
administration's proposal, either in terms of feasibility or cost sav-
ings.

In conclusion, poverty among single, female heads of families
and their children is a serious and growing problem. GAO supports
the need for enhanced efforts which could help many of these
women achieve economic self-sufficiency. Some current State and
local programs show some progress toward achieving this objective.

However, the administration's proposal by mandating a national
program with high participation rates while at the same time re-
ducing overall work program funding, may hinder States' ability to
help welfare women reduce their dependency or to achieve savings
in public expenditures. Instead, it could increase program costs be-
cause of the day care, transportation, and administration needs cre-
ated by the high participation requirements.

the current work projects are completed, they could pro-
vide the Congress and the administration with information useful
in shaping work program policy. Based on our previous work and
current study, we believe HHS needs to monitor these projects
more closely to ensure proper implementation and the development
of good evaluative information. Until better information on pro-
gram results is available, we believe it would be premature to sub-
stantially alter current work program policies and training oppor-
tunities for these families.

Mr. Chairman, this concludes my statement; I will be happy to
answer any questions you or other subcommittee members might
have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Delfico follows:]
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STATEMENT OF

JOSEPH P. DELFICO

HUMAN RESOURCES DIVISION

Mr. Chairman, we are pleased to appear today before the

Subcommittee to discuss findings from our on-going review of the

poverty status of women and children, specifically those living

in families headed by single females. As you requested, we will

focus on current poverty trends among families headed by women

and the factors influencing those trends. We will then discuss

what steps the federr.te government is taking to help these women,

particularly those who are dependent on welfare, earn their way

out of poverty. Finally, we will examine the Administration's

current proposal regarding work-related programs for women on

welfare.

In doing our work, we reviewed numerous studies and surveys

conducted by federal, state, and local government agencies, as

well as academicians. We examined the project files on

work-related demonstration projects targeted to families

receiving Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)

benefits and analyzed data on a multitude of work projects

across states. We interviewed government and private agency

officials, poverty researchers, advocacy groups, and persons who

work with female-headed families on a regular basis. We also

visited educational, training and work sites of welfare

recipients.

CURRENT TRENDS

The number of female-headed families in poverty is

substantial. In 1983. the latest year for which data are

available, there were 3.6 million female-headed families in

poverty in America. This represents an increase of 1 million

families, up from 2.6 million in 1979.

The linkage between female-headed families and poverty is

clear. In 1983, people in families headed by women were more

than four times as likely to experience poverty as were people

in other families. In that year, 40.2 percent of persons in

female-headee families were in poverty compared with 9.2 percent
cf persons In all families. The female-headed families were

composed of over 12 million people, representing over one-third
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of all people in poverty. They included 6.7 million children

under the age of 18, or more than half of all poor children*

Among poor blacks, the problems associated with

female-headed families were much more pronounced than for all

poor female-headed families. In 1983, more than two-thirds of

all poor blacks, and three-fourths of all poor black children,

lived in female-headed households. This compares to 40 percent

of poor whites and poor white children who lived in families

headed by women.

The number of female-headed families in poverty is likely

to increase because the number of families headed by females

is expected to continue to grow at a rate five times that of

traditional husband-wife families.l The continued growth in the

number of such families living in poverty is associated with

changes in family structure and income.

FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO TRENDS

The formation of female-headed families is associated

primarily with high rates of marital break-up and out -of- wedlock

births, particularly among teenagers. Out-of-wedlock births

numbered 715,000 in 1982.2 In 1983, 65 percent of women under

age 65 heading families with children were either separated or

divorced.3

Separations, divorce, and out-of-wedlock births, because

they usually lead to a loss in income, often cause these

families to move into poverty. Studies of changes in family

structure have found that marital breakup results in a

significant drop in family income--a 51 percent decline for

families of separated women and a 43 percent decline for

families of divorced women4--and causes 45 percent of female-

headed families to move into poverty.5 Out-of-wedlock births to

young women can limit future income by interrupting the mother's

education, reducing her ability to find a well-paying lob and

increasing the likelihood of welfare dependency. Three out of

four children born out-of wedlock live in poverty.6
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Women may not be able to replace the income lost or

foregone because of changes in family structure. Even if they

are able to find a job, women generally earn about 40 percent

less than men--differences that cannot be totally accounted for

by labor force history and attachment.7 The high cost of child

care and other work-related expenses can substantially reduce

income. Many women do not receive child support from absent

fathers to help provide for their children. The Census Bureau

reported that in 1981, less than half (47 percent) of the 4

million women due child support received the full amount.8

Another 4.4 million women did not even have a child support

award in force against the absent father.9

Regardless of the reason that they are in poverty, the end

result is that an increasing number of female-headed families

With children are trying to survive on very little income. In

1983, the average income for female-headed families in poverty

was only $4,648 or an average $4,200 below the poverty

line.10 Nationally, concern has been growing about the

increasing number of women and children in poverty. Although

approaches to dealing with the problems differ, there is

agreement that some response is needed to help these families

develop the ability to adequately support themselves.

THE FEDERAL RESPONSE

The federal government response to the serious problem of

women and children in poverty has consisted mainly of programs

which provide cash and in-kind assistance for meeting basic

needs, primarily the AFDC, Food Stamp, and Medicaid programs.*

Other responses seek to reduce dependency by providing alternate

sources of income. For example, the Child Support Enforcement

Program aids in obtaining support orders and payments from

''Other programs in which female-headed families participate
include the Special Supplemental Food Program for Women,
Infants and Children (WIC); School Lunch; and Public Housing.
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absent narents. Other programs which provide tax incentives or

disregard some earnings in calculating benefits are designed to

encourage work. Our focus today is on AFDC's use of

work-related programs to help women increase their earnings in

order to reduce their dependency on welfare and, ideally, earn

enough to raise their families' income above the poverty line.

AFDC is designed to provide cash assistance to needy

children and their needy caretakers who lack support because a

parent is absent, incapacitated, or unemployed. Benefit

increases and increases in the number of recipient families have

caused total AFDC expenditures to grow from $4.9 billion in 1970

to $14.5 billion in 1984, an increase of 195 percent in current

dollars. However, the average real benefit to the AFDC family

actually declined by an estimated 33 percent over that period.11

This decline occurred because unlike other benefits such as

Social Security and Supplemental Security Income for the

elderly, AFDC benefits are not automatically indexed for

inflation.

Poor female-headed families, especially those headed by

young women, rely extensively on public assistance for their

support. Poor families headed by women under 25 years old

received an average 65 percent of their income from public

assistance in 1983, compared to 40 percent for families headed

by women between 25 and 64 years old. In contrast, poor

families with male heads received only about 10 percent of their

income from public assistance that year.12

Contrary to the stereotype of the large welfare family, the

average size of AFDC families is 2.9 people, meaning that most

families have only one or two children. A large number of

families have young children present--60 percent have at least

one child under 6 years old. About half of AFDC families are

headed by a mother or other caretaker between the ages of 25 and

39. Young mothers under age 25 head 30 percent of the families,

out only 3.3 percent are under age 18.13

60



55

4

Many women spend only limited periods of time on AFDC. A

1983 study found that half of stays on AFDC last for ' years or

less. Two-thirds are over within 4 years. Only 17 percent of
1

stays on welfare last 8 years or more. However, because

extended users (8 years or more) stay on AFDC for so long, at

any given point in time they account for about half of those

women receiving benefits. Again, because their stays are so

long, they receive more benefits over time and thus account for

the bulk of AFDC expenditures. These findings are important in

considering ways to help women on welfare, because they suggest

that many women will leave welfare in a relatively short time on

their own. But for those who do not leave within two years, the

probability of their becoming extended users increases

dramatically and they may require a great deal of assistance.14

WORK AND WELFARE

Many women want to work in order to reduce their dependency_

on AFDC; however, they face several barriers to entering, or

even maintaining, employment. The characteristics of welfare

families suggest some of the problems they must overcome. Older

women and long-term recipients with few or outdated skills may

have difficulty mastering new ones. Women with young children

require child care which is often expensive. In fact, consider-

ing the substantial number of AFDC families with preschool aged

children, day care looms as a potentially large barrier to

work. Women of any age may need basic education or

transportation assistance to get to a job. Any response tc aid

these families in achieving self-sufficiency .las to be broad

enough to address their different characteristics and unique

needs.

Recent reports support the belief that mnny female heads of

families receiving welfare assistance are willing, and in fact,

do work even for minimal financial gain. For example, the

Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA) of 1981 decreased the

amount a person could earn and still receive AFDC benefits. GAO

evaluated the early impact of these changes and found that most
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earners who lost AFDC benefits did not quit their jobs in order

to requalify for AFDC, in spite of the loss of Medicaid and

shortages of money for food. GAO's report estimated tnat 1 year

after losing benefits, only between 7 and 18 percent of those

who lost benefits were back on AFDC.15 The Institute for

Research on Poverty also studied the effects of OBRA, with

similar findings.16 In a study of Supported Work Experiments,

the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) found

that many of the women who participated sought and obtained jobs

and remained employed even though the loss of their welfare

benefits substantially reduced their income.17

Other studies have shown that families rarely rely

exclusively on welfare for their income, but supplement it with

income from other sources, such as a job. For women with

patterns of moving on and off welfare, earnings have been found

to be more important than welfare income, with few depending on

welfare for more than half their income.18

There is a long history, marked by frequent changes in

policy, of attempts to enhance AFDC recipients' ability to

participate in the labor market. The Work Incentive (WIN)

program was established in 1967 to provide training, work

experience and public service employment. Over the years, WIN's

emphasis has shifted several times and now focuses more ondirect

job placement. WIN also provides support services, such as

day-care and transportation. It is jointly administered by the

Departments of Labor and Health and Human Services. Program

funding has declined sharply in the past few years, from $363

million in 1981 to $267 million in 1984. Because of limited

resources, this program has had to concentrate on only the most

job-ready participants.

RECENT WORK PROGRAM HISTORY

Since 1941, ArDC work program policy has undergone

considerable change. At that time the Administration proposed
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mandatory "workfare,' which would have required employable

recipients to work off their benefits. Instead of a mandatory

program, the Congress, through OBRA and subsequent legislation,

made workfare and several other approaches optional to the

states. An alternative approach to WIN also was offered--WIN

demonstration projects. Many states receive waivers of program

requirements and special funding to operate variations of these

programs as demonstration projects. The principal types of

p.:ograms established since 1981 axes

(1) Community Work Experience Program (CHEF), or what is

known as workfare. This program is intended to

provide job experience and to help form good work

habits.

(2) Job Search, which requires participants to look for a

job in a structured manner, either individually or as

part of a group in a "job club."

(3) Work Supplementation, sometimes called grant diversion,

which allows the participant's welfare grant to be

diverted and used to subsidize an on-the-job training

position, often in the private sector, which may become

unsubsidized employment.

WIN demonstration projects differ from regular WIN programs

because they are administered by the state AFDC agency, rather

than the state employment agency. They also give the state more
flexibility in designing the program. The WIN demonstrations

usually offer a mixture of components, such as education, job

search, work experience, classroom and on-the-job training. The

OBRA work programs described above also may be run as part of a

WIN demonstration project. Within the Department of Health and

Human Services, the Office of Family Assistance (OFA), which

administers the AFDC program, also administers the WIN

demonstrations and the OBRA work programs.

Thirty-seven states have implemented one or more options

provided since 1981. Twenty-three have WIN demonstrations.
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States operate the other work programs as adjuncts to either a

WIN demonstration or a regular WIN program. Twenty-three have

work experience or workfare, twelve have job search, and eleven

have grant diversion programs. Some of these programs are

optrated as demonstration projects. Thirteen states and the

Dist-ict of Columbia operate regular WIN programs alone, with

none of the OBRA work programs.

STATE EXPERIENCES WITH
WORK PROGRAM CHANGES

Even though states are still experimenting with work

program options provided since 1981 the Administration has

proposed for fiscal year 1986 a mandatory work program for

we.ifare families which would require massive participation,

penalize states for failing to reach participation goals, and

reduce federal support for work programs. This proposal could

have a significant impact on the states. To assess this impact

we reviewed the results of demonstration projects to test

workfare and other approaches as well as several operational

programs, with the objective of determining the feasibility of

implementing large scale mandatory work programs at this time.

In conducting our review, we also followed up on actions taken

by HHS in response to 1983 GAO observations regarding collecting

information and the monitoring activities of the states' work

programs.19

Examination of Early Experiences With Workfare

Following the 1981 work program changes and the

implementation of these programs by many states, GAO examined

the projects set up to demonstrate Community Work Experience

Programs (CWEP), or work_are, and the implementation of other

workfare programs which were not demonstrations. We issued two

reports identifying problems in project monitoring and

evaluation for the work demonstrations and some of the

implementation problems states were experiencing with workfare

In general.
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In 1983, GAO reported that HHS' evaluation program for the

workfare demonstrations begun in fiscal year 1982 had not

provided information on whether workfare was successful in

moving recipients to unsubsidized jobs, reducing welfare costs,
or meeting other goals. For information on the project a, HHS

relied on state quarterly progress reports, which varied from

one project to another, and on the federal projec- officer's

monitoring activities, which differed in intensity from case to
case.

The report indicated that demonstrations begun in 1983

might provide information on whether workfare "works.* However,

we pointed out that for the demonstrations to provide such

information, the evaluations had to be implemented as proposed

and the methodological integrity of their designs maintained.

HHS' response to our report stated that "(MS has) been

carefully monitoring the second set of CWEP demonstrations and

will ensure adequate evaluations are carried out." With respect

to monitoring these projects HHS stated that "a standardized

quarterly data reporting format is now under consideration by

SSA for all CWEP sites."20

In examining the states' implementation of workfare, a

second GAO report found that CWEP programs that were operational

on February 1, 1983, in 16 states were limited in size and

scope. We found that most employable adult AFDC recipients were
not in the workfare program and that those who were, often were
not required to work off the full value of their assistance

grants at unpaid jobs.

Some of the obstacles states experienced in expanding their

programs included the costs for child care and transportation

and the difficulty in finding appropriate jobs, especially jobs
close to the participants' homes. Many of the workfare programs

received substantial indirect benefits from WIN, including
staff, office space, equipment and procedures for screening and
processing cases. Some states also benefited directly by using

the 90 percent federal funding available for WIN to cover CWEP
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costs rather than the SO percent federal matching funds

available for CWEP administrative costs.21

Early looks at workfare, therefore, left considerable

uncertainty about the effectiveness of this approach for either

reducing public expenditures or improving participants'

employability. Much weight was attached to the anticipated

results of the 1983 workfare projects, as well as the outcomes

o: psyjects to test other approaches, including the WIN

demonstrations.

Current Work on AFDC Work Programs

Our current review of OFA work-related demonstration

projects focuses on the maults since 1983 of workfare and

other projects designed to test approaches such as grant

divers_on and job search. A major objective of the

Administration's proposal is to promote self-sufficiency through

the implementation of these programs in the states. To

determine whether these programs are helping women achieve

self-sufficiency, we asked several questions:

--What type of intervention works and for whom?

- -What is the prospect of widespread application of

these methods?

- -What are the barriers to implementing these programs?

--Do t:e programs save money or even pay for tnemselves?

- -Do the jobs people find through these programs enable

them to leave AFDC and, if so, how long are they able

to stay off welfare?

We found, however, that in spite of earlier indications that HHS

would assure adequate evaluations and monitoring, OFA has

assembled little information or analysis which would help

determine the extent to wnich these questions can be answered.

OFA relies mainly on project evaluations provided by the

states for information on project results, but some of these

evaluations may not provide useful data. For ex.mple, of the
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seven workfare projects whose evaluation plans we examined in

our previous review, only two have resulted in interim repo:ts

with statistically useful results. Two projects have completed

project implementation, but have yet to issue an evaluation.

One of these, however, is seriously flawed, because the project

now must attempt to reconstruct critical data elements that were

not analyzed during the project. Projects in two states have

resulted in reports, but problems with tha control groups and

the small number of participants in the projects limit the

results' usefulness. One state decided not conduct an impact

evaluation of its project, because of the problems encountered

during implementation. Although the evaluation plans originally

looked promising, it appears that these demonstrations will

yield very little useful information on the cost effectiveness

of workfare.

Another available evaluation is a congressionally mandated

report OFA prepared on the implementation of WIN demonstration

projects. However, questions of data reliability require

caution in interpreting the results of these projects. The data

were collected using different methods across states and have

not been validated. The report thus qualifies as "conditional"

the numbers presented on participants who entered employment

from the program.

Until formal evaluations of demonstrations are provided,

most of the information the federal government has available

about the projects comes from OFA's monitoring activities. OFA,

however, does not put together collective or comparative

information on the progress and problems the projects are

experiencing. And, while HHS in responding to our earlier

report stated it was considering using a standardized reporting

format, current quarterly reports do not have a common structure

or consistent data elements. In fact, substantial impro ements

in project monitorino have not been made since our earlier

review. Other OFA monitoring methods include sporadic visits

to project sites and telephone contacts with the states. The

extent to which these contacts are documented varies.
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Little outcome information is readily available on workfare

or other programs that are not demonstrations, because OFA does

not routinely receive such information from the states. States

sometimes provide information to OFA regional staff, but rarely

is it systematically analyzed and forwarded to Washington.

GAO ANALYSIS OF CURRENT WOW: PROGRAMS

Because OFA has made little effort to compile information

on the success or failure of work programs nationally, we

conducted our own analysis based on available data. We examined

OFA's project files for 34 work-related demonstration projects

and collected information on 3 additional projects and, in spite

of difficulties with the inconsistency of the data, were able to

construct a picture of the states' current experiences. We

found little evidence to indicate that the demonstration

projects could be implemented on a national mandatory basis,

because 30 projects are still in progress, and those that have

been completes yielded inconclusive or unreliable outcome data.

While some are showing encouraging interim results, their

general applicability must be viewed with caution. We did

identify seven barriers or problems which varies",; states faced

in implementing work programs even on a small scale or

demonstration status.

Some work projects are demonstrating that they can have a

positive effect on the employment and earnings of welfare

women. For example:

--The San Diego Job Search and Work Experience Project

has had significant Impacts ors the employment and

earnings of AFDC applicants when comuared to a control

group. Some graot savings were achieved, but in the

short term the administrativ4 costs outweighed the

grant reductions.22

--Maryland's Employment Initiatives Program, although it

had to exempt a large number of people or place them
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in a holding status,23 reports placing a large propor-

tion of those who actually participated in unsubsidized

employment: 60 percent compared with a 27 percent

rate for all those who registered with the program.

--Massachusetts' Employment and Training choices program

served 25,000 people and placed 10,000 in unsubsidized

employment during its first year of operation. The

average cost per placement was $3,000, but the state

estimates it still saved $3,000 from grant reductions for

each placement. It should be noted that Massachusetts'

program has no control group.

Projects such as these offsr encouraging evidence that they

can assist AFDC mothers in reducing their economic dependency on

welfare. These successes, however, were influenced by

particular combinations of factors which may not be found in

other locations. For example, past work program experiments in

San Diego and Massachusetts provided these sites with

considerable experience in dealing with the problems of

implementing such programs. Massachusetts' current program was

Implemented during a time of economic growth, which may have

affected its outcomes. In aodition it is heavily dependent on a

large contribution of state funds. Maryland initially chose to

concentrate its resources in two sites to ensure adequate

financial support for its work program. Other states may not be

able, or may not choose, to allocate significant amounts of

resources to work programs.

These factors do not diminish the programs' success in

positively affecting participants' lives. However, replication

of a successful program from one state to another may be

difficult, because of differences in economic conditions,

financial resources, program experience, and welfare philosophy.

Barriers to Implementing Work Programs

Even work programs that achieve some success must overcome

significant barriers. Our current review of work projects in
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25 states has found considerable information about problems

which should be considered in implementing a work program for

welfare families. The problems or barriers we identified as the

most critical include:

Support Services--Many women may not be able to participate

in work programs without costly support services, such as child

care and transportation. Adequate child care is critical if

women with young children are to be included in a work program.

Even though in some work programs the federal government will

match part of the expense of these services, they still can be

costly to the states and/or participants unless other sources of

federal funding, such as Social Sarvices Blmck Grant (Title XX)

funds, can be used. Our assessment of projects found variation

in the extent to which sites provide such services, ranging from

sites which make no child care arrangements to sites which offer

complete child care coverage. However, programs that did

provide these services still at times had to exempt people from

participation, because no day care sluts or inexpensive means of

transportation were available.

Education and Tra.Lning--Some women lack the basic

educational or skills background to enable them to find a job or

even participate in work programs, including performing the

basic tasks required at workfare sites. Baltimore's program

usually requires a high school education or its equivalent for

participation in its training components. Ways in which

programs have dealt with the problem of illiteracy include

exempting illiterates from participation, requiring the person

to participate anyway, or referring the person to remedial

education.

Work Slot Development--Slots, or positions, in workfare and

work supplementation programs may be hard to create. Twelve of

the 37 projects we examined were workfare programs. Of these, 5

reported problems with developing worksites at all or finding
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suitable sites for their clients. Because of difficulty

developing sites for clients, one workfare program had as many

as 35 eligible participants for each slot. A recent evaluation

of 6 grant diversion programs found that all of them have had

some difficulty cultivating private sector employers, who are

reluctant to become involved In on-the-job training. This

difficulty resulted in implementation delays for the programs.24

Worker's Compensation--In two workfare projects, the

failure of the state initially to provide worker's compensation

for its participants affected local agencies' willingness to

provide slots. Officials in another program, concerned about

reported increases in on-the-lob injuries, are planning to study

the problem and the allocation of compensation costs. Current

federal regulations for workfare make the provision of Worker's

Compensation optional to the state.

Staffing Problems -- Inadequate staffing has resulted in

implementation delays and lower participation rates. In one

state's WIN demonstration program, lack of staff due to funding

shortages 'n two sites severely curtailed the program by

limiting the number of participants the program served. Other

state programs were delayed because welfare staff had trouble

adjusting to new tasks for which they were not trained, such as

developing worxsites.

Relationships With Other Programs--Programs with limited

funding often need to draw on the resources of other programs.

However, when differing program objectives prevent smooth

cooperation, the work program's implementation may be impeded.

For example, two workfare projects which depended on WIN staff

for client referrals experienced participation problems because

the WIN staff frequently referred clients who were unsuited for

the program. Grant diversion projects which depend on Jcb

Training Partnershir Act (JTPA) staff to place clients in

on-the-job training positions have had problems when they

referred clients who the JTPA staff considered unemployable and

were unwilling to place.
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Value of Work Performed--In workfare programs, the hours a

participant works usually are calculated by dividing the AFDC

grant by the federal ($3.35 an hour) or state minimum wage.

However, workfare jobs may be valued at a rate higher than the

minimum wage; thus, the value of the work performed is greater

than the value of the participant's benefit. The workfare

participant may be working with regular employees doing the same

or similar work for higher compensation. For example, we spoke

with two participants at a workfare site who were performing

clerical duties. Their supervisor described these tasks as the

same as those performed by regular employees making at least

$11,400 a year, or $5.46 an hour.

Some of these barriers, such as staffing problems or

support service gaps, are caused directly or indirectly by

insufficient filancial resources. The level of available

funding is therefore critical to a program's success. If

barriers are not removed, programs may not be able to serve a

substantial portion of clients, or in other words, achieve high

participation rates.

QUESTIONS ABOUT ThE CURRENT ADMINISTRATION PROPOSAL

Comparing the problems observed in current work programs

with the features of the Administration's proposal for fiscal

year 1986 raises questions about the proposal's feasibility.

The proposal would replace WIN and WIN demonstrations with a

requirement that all eligible AFDC applicants and recipients

participate in employment-related activities. The states would

have some flexibility in designing their components, which could

Include job search, Community Work Experience Programs, work

supplementation programs, or alternate programs which provide

practical work experience. Education and training are

deemphasized. At least twenty-five percent of eligible clients

would have to participate in the first year, increasing to

seventy-five percent by the third year. Failure to reach these

goals would result in financial penaltie to the states.
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The proposal would film; the new mandatory statewide work

program with straight grants to the states totaling $145 million '\

in 1986 and increasing to $287 million in 1989. The

Administration estimates the program would save a net of $147

million over four years, of which $52 million would occur in the

first year. These savings would be achieved through grant

reductions and avoidance when participants leave the rolls or

Individuals are deterred from applying.

Potential Funding Problems

The proposed first year funding for the new program is

significantly less than current expenditures for WIN, for which

$267 million were obligated in fiscal year 1984. We found that

states which run programs such as workfare often depend on WIN

funds to provide support services, such as child care. In

addition, the Social Services block grant, another major source

of child care funds, has remained fairly constant in recent

years after a significant decrease in 1982. The Administration

proposes to fund it at current levels for the rest of the

decade. However, states have decreased their allocations for

day care. States would have to reorder their priorities to

substantially increase their child cace funds from this source.

The net effect of the proposed funding cuts would be to

shift a greater share of work program costs to the states.

If states could not compensate for lost federal funds, some

currently successful programs might have to change or curtail

their activities. Because adequate funding is often critical to

resolving implementation problems, elimination of WIN funding

and a decrease in overall work program funding could

significantly impair the proposed program's effectiveness

because fewer participants could be served.

Problems with Participation

The Administration's proposal would require high

participation rates--75 percent of eligible recipients and

applicants--by the program's third year of operation. States

73



68

which do not achieve this goal would be penalized by reductions

in their total AFDC grant. The proposal, however, does not

fully define participation in that it is not clear what

activities would be acceptable, how extensive client involvement

would be, and how the states' compliance with the participation

goal would be determined.

While a few states may be able to approach the 75 percent

thi:.shold, it is unlikely that the majority of them will be able

to serve such a high proportion of eligible clients Largely

because of the barriers we have described, achieving high

participation rates was one of the most serious problems the

demonstration projects reported. Few reached their

participation goals, which were often modest in comparison with

the Administration's proposal.

Even proyrams with relatively high participation rates did

not achieve those rates by having all o' the registrants

participating at one time. For example, in San Diego over half

of the registrants actually participated in a work activity, but

this participation rate was achieved over a 9-month period. And

participation was defined as being present for 1 day for job

search and 1 hour for work experience.

The achievement of a successful participation rate is

related to the feasibility of implementing a program statewide.

For states which now do not have statewide programs administered

by the welfare agency, the problems of implementation or

expansion could be immense. Some states, for example, have

experienced difficulty in implementing demonstration projects in

only a few counties. The greatest problems could occur in rural

areas, where day care and public _nsportation are less likely

to be available. From the standpoint of program development,

evaluations and progress reports from projects in rural areas

report fewer prospects for developing work experience sites or

private sector training slots.
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Training and Education Needs

Under the Administration's proposal, low funding levels and

the program's emphasis on )ob placement could limit programs'

ability to serve participants' education and training needs. We

identified in our assessment of current state pro)ects problems

of illiteracy and extremely low skills levels which hamper some

programs. And teenage mothers, a key target group, may need

extra support to enable them to stay in school. However, the

Administration's proposal deemphasizes training and education

provided by the welfare agency. It encourages the states

instead to rely on training offered under JTPA. JTPA is

required to target a proportion of AFDC recipients for Its

services, but it is not clear that it can serve all the training

needs of the proposed AFDC work program if it is to be the

primary training provider. A recent study of JTPA

implementation found that the program had indeed targeted and

enrolled a significant number of welfare clients. The study

noted, however, that most JTPA Service Delivery Areas did not

pay sJbstantial attention to the program's mandate to serve

those most in need of, or who can benefit most from its

services, a category which could include many AFDC clients.25

BASIS FOR ADMINISTRATION'S PROPOSAL

Our assessment of the states' current experiences and

problems in implementing work programs, including Inadequate

funding and difficulties in meeting day care, transportation,

educational and training requirements, raises questions about

the Administration's proposal to mandate a national program of

work options.

Significantly, the Administration for the most part did not

base its proposal and cost/savings estimates on current

demonstrations of work programs for welfare mothers administered

by OFA. Instead the documents HHS officials provided to us as

the basis of the proposal consist of studies conducted between

1978 and the present of work programs witn elements similar to

1
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those in the proposal. The principal studies Include a 1978 job

search evaluation, a 1981 food stamp workfare evaluation,

reports on the Utah Work Experience and Training project, a

study of a job search project in Oregon which is still on-going,

and a preliminary report on the San Diego demonstration

project. The two latter projects are among the current group of

demonstrations monitored by OFA.

The food stamp workfare evaluation notes that the

demonstration should not be viewed as a test of a national

workfare program. According to the report, the seven sites, six

of which were rural, were not representative of the nation as a

whole or any major segment of the country. The food stamp

clientele also differed from the proposal's targeted AFDC

population.26 In addition, GAO reported in 1981 that program

information on costs and benefits was too sketchy to draw hard

conclusions about the food stamp program's cost effectiveness.27

Information on the feasibility and impact of the Utah Work

Experience and Training program is limited to the state's

management reports. The reports show that 11,143 AFDC grants

were closed or reduced between June 1974 and December 1980.

Because no formal evaluation of the Utah project was performed,

however, it is Impossible to determine the cause of the grant

reductions.

A 1978 evaluation of job search projects in five cities

zhowed that Intensive job search servi...es produced significantly

higher placement rates for an experimental group when compared

to a control group receiving no additional services.28 Four of

the five cities included in the study, however, concentrated

only on the most job ready recipients. A mandatory AFDC program

would also have to deal with people with significant employment

barriers, such as low education and skill levels.

After Oregon implemented its job search program, its AFDC

caseload declined by nearly 1,900 families between January 1982

and January 1985. The effect of the job search program on this
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decline is ambiguous, because the drop also coincided with

program eligibility changes as a result of OBRA and the start up

of a WIN demonstration. Further, the project is essentially a

case study and has no concurrent comparison group. There is no

way to tell if the results were due to the program or would have

occurred anyway.

As noted previously, the San Diego job search and work

experience project showed some promising interim results.

However, this program was targeted at AFDC applicants rather

than recipients, and thus cannot be generalized to the total

welfare caseload. Applicant groups contain a higher proportion

of individuals who will leave welfare after a short period of

time.29 In addition, the experimental group had prior work

histories and educational levels exceeding those for the welfare

population generally.

Overall, these studies cover programs which have not been

rigorously evaluated, are not applicable to an AFDC work

program, or are not representative of the Nation as a whole.

They do not, therefore, provide adequate support to back-up the

Administration's proposal, either in terms o. feasibility or

cost savings.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Poverty among single female heads of families and their

children is a serious and growing problem. While the needs of

these families are many and varied, there is agreement that some

response is required to help them reduce their economic

dependence on AFDC and assist them to earn enough to become

economically self-sufficient.

Even though a majority of states are currently

experimenting with various work programs to aid these families,

the Administration has proposed major changes for fiscal year

1986. Basically the Administration's proposal would require

mandatory large scale par,icipation in work programs for welfare

families, impose financial penalties on states if this is not

7 7
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achieved, and at the same time reduce federal funding to support

work activities.

There are several problems with this proposal. First, we

have identified sufficient obstacles to indicate that

implementing a large scale work effort at the same time that

federal financial support is reduced may not be feasible. There

is little evidence to date that shows that these programs can be

implemented on a large scale or that they achieve savings in

public expenditures; instead a national mandatory program could

increase day care, transportation, and administrative costs. If

states could not make up the difference in lost federal support,

this proposal could result in a reduction in current work

programs and fewer opportunities for welfare families to achieve

self-sufficiency.

We are also concerned about the Administration's failure to

adequately document and evaluate current state work initia-

tives. Only a small amount of data from these projects was

used to justify the Administration's fiscal year 1986 proposal.

In addition, in spite of a commitment by HHS two years ago to

improve evaluation and monitoring activities, we found that in

many cases evaluations have been done poorly, monitoring is

haphazard, and little effort has been made to pull together even

descriptive information on the different work projects under

HHS' responsibility. Many state projects are currently testing

different approaches to work options for welfare families; these

could provide valuable information. However, if current OFA

practices continue, it is unlikely that information on the

outcomes of these projects will be available to the public or

the Congress in the future.

In sum, GAO supports the need for enhanced efforts which

could help many female heads of families in poverty achieve

economic self-sufficiency. However, the Administration's

proposal, by reducing overall work program funding ano mandating
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a national program with high participation rates, is unlikely to

enhance the statbs' ability to help welfare women reduce their

c-lendency. Rather, it could reduce the efforts of some current

programs which are providing work and training opportunities for

these families and cause other programs to ignore intensive

activities which, although expensive, might help the hard-to-

employ.

When the current wor. projects are completed, they could

provide the Congress with information useful in shaping work

program policy. We believe HHS needs to monitor these projects

mere closely to ensure that they will be implemented properly

and result in good information on their progress and problems

experienced. Until better information is available for the

Congress, we believe it would be premature to substantially

alter current work program policy and training opportunities for

these families.

This concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. I will be happy

to ans,,.zr any questions you or other Subcommittee members might

have.
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Mr. WEISS. Thank you very, very much, Mr. Delfico.
In your written statement, you detail problems that the GAO

found with the Department's monitoring and evaluation of State
work programs.

Could you elaborate on those problems?
Mr. DELFICO. Yes; the problems we found dealt primarily with

the quality of the evaluation information coining from the State
programs.

We found that rigorous evaluations are not being done for the
most part. With the exclusion of a few States, we found the evalua-
tion designs to be wanting. Therefore, the information on the
impact of these particular projects is questionable and we do not
have confidence in them.

Mr. WEISS. You mentioned that GAO has found that the mandat-
ed participation rates in the administration's proposal are unrealis-
tic and may actually impede existing State effort.

Could you explain how you reached that conclusion?
Mr. DELFICO. The way we see it is that the mandated rates are

higher than anything the States are experiencing today.
In addition, when you expand the program this rapidly, you will

be incurring additional expenses that you are not incurring today
serving the clientele you are serving today.

So, the infrastructure problems will have to be solved and the
funding problems, which are going to be severe, are likely to
hinder the achievement of high participation rates.

Mr. WEISS. What will be the effect of deemphasizing education
and training?

Mr. DELFICO. Our view is that the people who are hardest to
place, as you heard in the first panel this morningthe long stay-
ersare going to be hurt most. These are the people that probably
need education and training programs the most, and with the ad-
ministration's proposal, they will probably suffer the most.

Mr. WEISS. You mentioned that the administration's proposal
would result in a shift of costs from the Federal to the State level.

Do you have an estimate of how much that shift would be?
Mr. DELFICO. We have a very rough estimate. Mr. Fossett worked

on that last night, and I think he may have a comment on that. I
think it was something like a UK, million. Is that right?

Mr. Fosserr. Yes. It is substantial. Mr. Chairman, if you look at
what the WIN Program is providing at this time as well as what is
being funded under the IV-A program, you have a total Federal
contribution of about $285 million and a State contribution of
about $45 million. The administration now proposing to provide
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$145 million. For the States to maintain a program at approximate-
ly the same level, they will have to contribute approximately an
additional $140 million more than they are contributing at this
time.

Mr. Wws. Do you have a breakdc-wn of how much money is
being .spent, on Welfare Employment Programs, including both Fed-
eral, State, and local funds?

Mr. DELFICO. We do not have that with us today. We have Feder-
al funds. They are fairly easy to compile. I think the breakout at
the State level is the most difficult one to get.

Mr. WEISS. Could you try to submit that for the record for us?
Mr. Fosserr. Yes.
[The information follows:]

ESTIMATED WELFARE EMPLOYMENT PROGRAM ANNUAL FUNDING (FISCAL YEAR 1985)

(In millions of dollars)

Federal State Local (i)

WIN . $270
IVA (2) . 15 15 .

Total 285 45

Unable at this time to deterrame my kir' pyernment amtribubca to either the WO I or IVA *IA programs.
Best data ayad. le based on an OFA en..,ze. To date OFA has rat ccilectei cost data on the IVA halt programs OFA has now leaded

these data, however, fiscal year 1985 data rn5 not be mroNatie unti after the end of the fiscal year

Mr. WEISS. What direction can you give us that you think is ap-
propriate in developing the appropriate role of the Federal Govern-
ment in broadening opportunities for women in poverty? Can you
rough out a Federal agenda in this area?

Mr. DELFICO. We are in the midst of a study for the subcommit-
tee that will deal with that whole topic, Mr. Chairman.

But, one point that keeps recurring and you heard it in the first
panel this morning, is that there may be ,rite a bit to gain by tar-
geting Federal resources on the hard to place. You could again on
two levels, one, the humanitarian level, and, second, the financial
level. In the long run, if you are successful with this group, you
may reduce welfare grants more than any other way. We are still
looking at that and will be reporting to you shortly.

Mr. WEISS. Thank you very much.
Let me make note of the fact that we have been joined by other

members of the subcommittee, Mr. Rowland of Connecticut, and
Mrs. Boxer of California. Thank you.

Mr. Walker.
MI. WALKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I must admit I am a little confused by your testimony. What

data did you draw from that OFA does not have?
Mr. DELFICO. W9 drew data from OFA files, as well as data ac-

quired directly from interviewing State officials.
Mr. WALKER. And, OFA does not have that data?
Mr. DELFICO. Well, some of the people we interviewed, Mr.

Walker, probably would be different than the people that were
interviewed by OFA. OFA does have the other data. They have the
data on the ?valuation programs. That is where we got our data.
We researched their files.
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Mr. WALKER So, in other words, you were working with the
same data base that OFA had?

Mr. DELFIco. Yes, by and large, particularly the data base at the
Federal level.

Mr. WALKER. OK. You say in your testimony OFA has assembled
little information or analysis which has helped determine the
extent to which these questions could be answered, citing insuffi-
cient data, and, yet, you use the same data and come to conclu-
sions.

Now, I am a little confused.
Mr. DELFICO. Our conclusion is that the data is not adequate

enough to come to a conclusion, and that is what our pointis
Mr. WALKER. But, you draw the conclusion by the end of your

testimony that despite the fact the programs are failing, that we
ought to keep them and get more data.

Now, that is a pretty firm policy conclusion. Maybe it is an ac-
countant's basis of what we ought to have as data rather than
working programs.

But. I somewhat question the conclusion, if it is based upon the
same data that OFA has.

Mr. DELFico. Our conclusions are not that we feel that we should
throw away the programs. As a matter of fact, I think we agree
with your comment in your opening statement that there is some-
thing good happening out there.

But, you are not going to find it out with the data you now have.
There are few evaluations that you can depend on, and that is the
only point we are making.

Mr. WALKER. Well, no, my point is this, that in the time period
that you studied, 1979 to 1983, we have seen the poverty rate in-
crease among the affected group from 32.7 percent to 36 percent,
which would indicate that there may be something wrong in the
program base.

Yet. your conclusion is that the programs ought to be kept, do
not make any changes, do not go with the administration's plan.
You offer no recommendations for a plan of your own, but you say
do not go with the administration's plan, and get more data.

Now, I guess my question is, how long do we hold on to failing
programs, waiting for enough data that we can change them?

Mr. DELFICO. I think the point we are trying to make, Mr.
Walker, is that the programs are demonstration pl..,grams and ex-
perimental programs that have faced problems. We have enumer-
ated some of them in our testimony. We believe more can be
learned about how to solve those problems if we spend more time
on better process evaluations and better impact evaluations.

With that understanding, we can then help shape policy in the
future. I do not think, and I did not mean to imply, that these pro-
grams should be eliminated. I did not think I said that.

Mr. WALKER. Well, but, you know, I went back to your testimony.
I looked through your testimony here, and I looked through your
footnotes. I do not find that there is any analysis of some of the
data that has come out.

I cited Mr. Galloway here earlier. I do not see any indication
that Mr. Murray's analysis was used, and that certainly has some
impact.
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Were any of those kinds of studies used as a part of your evalua-
tion?

Mr. DELFICO. Yes. We are quite familiar with Mr. Murray's work.
As a matter of fact, we had him in and we spent a morning with
him discussing some of his comment-. They do not apply to the
topic we are discussing today. We are looking at the way these pro-
grams are being run, some of their impacts, and how the results
are being measured. The question of the impact of the welfare
policy on behavior patterns was not addressed in our study.

Mr. WALKER. And, the final thing is you come to the conclusion
that the administration's program would hurt the people who are
worse off in the system right now, primarily unwed teenage moth-
ers. They would be the worst hit under the administration's pro-
posal.

It seems to me that that does not, in any way, take into account
what the administra is attempting to do, to give State and local
governments more di.. on in terms of how to meet some of those
needs.

Now, is that not something where, in fact, in States and local-
ities, recognizing that that is where the need lies, that what we
need is some additional flexibility, and in some of those instances,
you might find more services to those groups as State and local
communities adjust their programs to meet locally perceived
needs?

Mr. DELFICO. That could be the case. Our point
Mr. WALKER. But, you come to the conclusion that would not be

the case.
Mr. WEISS. Give him a chance to answer the question.
Mr. WALKER. Well, he just said in his testimony that they would

probably be the wcrst off; now, he just says that could be the case.
Mr. WEISS. But, Mr. Walker, you cannot ask him long questions,

as you did, let three words come out of his mouth, and say OK,
that is the answer. You might want to perhaps give him a chance
to talk for another 30 seconds before you interrupt.

Mr. WALKER. You are a better lawyer than I am.
Mr. WEISS. Right.
Mr. DELFICO. Thank you.
What we tried to do, Mr. Walker, was to point out that the fund-

ing problems are paramount. With the reductions or the repeal of
WIN, and the elimination of the employment and training pro-
gramsprograms that have been funded at a 90-percent level by
the Federal Governmentthe States are now going to have to bea
the costs of these programs. State officials have told us that this is
going to be very difficult to do, and that even though they have the
flexibility, they may not have either the funding or the infrastruc-
ture to provide the employment and training programs to this
hard-core group. I think when you combine the infrastructure prob-
lem with the funding problem, that is what you run into.

Mr. WALKER. Well, I think there may be some validity to that.
On the other hand, it may also be that they will redirect the fund-
ing to meet the needs of the groups with the greatest needs. I think
that that kind of discretion is an important part, and you wrote off
the discretionary elements in your testimony, too. That is my com-
plaint.
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You can make the case with regard tc resources, but what you
did in this testimony is write off the elements of the program that
also has some merit just as discretion, and I do not think that that
is a proper analysis.

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Rowland.
Mr. ROWLAND. No questions.
Mr. WEISS. Mrs. Boxer.
Mrs. Bolan. I would like to join in with a bit of a comment here.

Having served in local government for 7 years before I came here
in 1982, I was elected, and this issue of discretion sounds very good.
As a matter of fact, we, as the local board of supervisors, would
have loved to have had the flexibility or the discretion to take care
of our own people.

However, we needed to have the funding from the Federal Gov-
ernment, which has a much bigger basis of funding, obviously. So,
to say that you can throw these problems at local government
without the funding is a wishful dream. It is a nice dream, but it is
not going to happen.

I have talkedfrom my own experiences, maybe it is different in
Pennsylvania. Maybe the locals are chomping at the bit to pick up
the tab for people in poverty, but I can tell you in my situation in a
suburban county with its own problems, it was our feeling that
when you look at women in poverty and you look at issues that
really are dictated by the U.S. economy, you know, when your un-
employment rate now is at an enormous 7 percent, you are going to
have some built-in problems.

So, I think, for the record, the point I would like to make, having
come in late and I apologize, I had an appointment my first 2 hours
of my working day today, is that local government would like the
flexibility, but they also would like the funding.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. WEISS. Well, thank you very much.
3ut, is not part of the problem with the administration's propos-

al, in addition to the fact that they have not evaluated or provided
the information for an evaluation as to whether and which of the
demonstration programs are working and why they are working
and why they are not working, that, in fact, there is a movement
away from discretionary aspects of some of the administration pro-
grams, and that there is a reduction of flexibility rather than an
increase in flexibility?

Do you want to address that, Mr. Delfico?
Mr. DELFICO. I think, if you eliminate the WIN demonstration

programs, as has been proposed, and then propose, as the adminis-
tration has, other programs which are fewer in number, yes, there
is a limit to the discretion allowed by the administration's propos-
al.

Mr. W1,7iss. Also, 7ou have this 3-year phase -in, starting with the
25-percent rate of participation the first year, and the 75-percent
rate of participation by the third year. Doesn't this remove flexibil-
ity and result in not innovative, experimental, effective programs
for the client, but rather a churning to make sure that the rederal
requirements of having touched base in some way, however effec-
tively, with 75 percent of the case load is met?

Mr. DELFICO. That is possible, yes.
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The way it may go with lower funding levels is to run the least
costly programs. These are the ones that I mentioned earlier that
are not aimed at the hardcore unemployed. The least costly pro-
grams may include activities like job search, which is fine, it seems
to have worked, but the program may not include the education
and training needed by the hard-to-employ.

Mr. WEISS. It will look great as far as proposed numbers are con-
cerned, but those people who are the most dependent, the ones that
sustain the most severe problems, will end up still being on the
welfare rolls, is that right?

Mr. DELFICO. That is my belief, yes.
Mr. WEISS. Thank you very, very much. If there are no other

questions of this witness, we thank you for your participation.
Mr. DELFICO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. WEISS. Our next panel will be Cesar Perales, commissioner of

the New York State Department of Social Services, representing
the American Public Welfare Association, and Dr. Judith Gueron,
executive vice president of the Manpower Demonstration Research
Corp.

We welcome both of you, and, Mr. Perales, if you are ready,we
Mr. PERALES. We are ready. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. WEISS. Again, your entire prepared testimony has been sub-

mitted to us, and will be entered without objection into the record
in its entirety. If you can highlight your statement and keep it
within 10 minutes maximum, it would be appreciated.

Mr. PERALES. I will.
Mr. WEISS. OK.
Mr. PEFtALES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. WEISS. Please proceed.

STATEMENT OF CESAR A. PERALES, COMMISSIONER, NEW YORK
STATE DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES, REPRESENTING
THE AMERICAN PUBLIC WELFARE ASSOCIATION

Mr. PERALES. Members of the subcommittee, my thanks for the
opportunity to appear before you today to discuss the States' views
on unemployment programs for welfare recipients.

I am Cesar Pere les, the commissioner of the New York State De-
partment of Social Services, and I am the chair of the National
Council of State Human Service Administrators Employment Com-
mittee.

New York has, for years, been in the forefront of the develop-
ment of new approaches to welfare employment. It is fol this
reason that I am especially happy to be here today.

The State, in cooperation with local social service districts, con-
duo/A experiments with grant diversion as early as 1971. In the
early 1970's, we had massive public service employment programs,
Supported Work and Job Search Programs.

Early on, we learned that public assistance recipients can do and
want to work, if meaningful jobs are offered at decent wages. In
terms of the work ethic, public assistance recipients are no differ-
ent than any other American. But, as with any group of individ-
uals, public assistance recipients are not all the same.
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To be successful, agencies delivering employment services must
offer a variety of approaches in assisting recipients to find and
retain employment. That is why it is so important that existing
State flexibility to design and operate programs be maintained.

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Pere les, with most witnesses, I ask them to pull
the microphone closer. Would you push it away just a little bit?
Thank you. That is good.

Mr. PERALES. In New York, we view unsubsidized employment as
the key to self-sufficiency and self-respect. We view the issue of
welfare employment as a serious one. In this regard, the Governor,
Mario Cuomo, has made our programs an executive and legislative
priority.

Recently, under the Governor's auspices, New York has em-
barked on a WIN demonstration program. We save streamlined
the program and expect that 21,000 AFDC recipients will begin
jobs during the first year of operati )n.

This number represents an increase in positive outcomes of 40
percent. It also represents an increase of 50 percent in WIN worker
productivity. I know my colleagues in other States that are imple-
menting programs designed to achieve similar results.

The State human service administrators are firmly committed to
moving welfare recipients toward self-sufficiency. This commitment
is evidenced by the increasing number of employment initiatives
being developed and implemented across the States, and by the suc-
cessful results of existing work programs.

We believe it is critical that investments be made and efforts de-
signed to help welfare recipients, who often lack the skills and
work experience, to otherwise compete successfully in today's labor
market. This is in the recipients' best interests, as well as that of
the State and Federal Government, which share in the resulting
welfare savings.

Only 4 years ago, Congress granted States more flexibility to
design and operate cost-effective work programs for the welfare
population. In the short time since then, States haw taken respon-
sible advantage of the discretion they have been given to develop
innovative work-related activities, ranging from job search clubs, to
skills training, to wage supplementation.

As many as 37 States, as you have already heard, have imple-
mented one cr more of the optional work programs authorized by
OBRA. With the addition of the discretion provided States last
year, by the deficit reduction act, the design of effective grant revi-
sion programs, this number will likely increase.

That so many States have implemented optional work programs
is significant, when you consider that less than 4 years ago, the
role of title IV-A agencies and employment programs was essen-
tially limited to providing needed support services. Most important,
despite limited dollars, the States have had measurable success
with their employment programs.

For example, in fiscal year 1984, States registered over 1 million
AFDC recipients for WIN services nationwide. Roughly 35 percent
of those registered found jobs, 38 percent more than had the previ-
ous year. The resulting savings attributed to welfare grant reduc-
tions totaling $587 million, more than double the $260 million in
Federal money invested in grants for States for this period.
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These savings, moreover, do not include savings attributed to
welfare grant avoidance. Over $142 million in 1984 were the sav-
ings in food stamps or medicaid that result when the AFDC status
of a family changes because of employment.

Few Federal programs probably come close to matching this kind
of performance; $2 saved for every Federal dollar invested. This is
a worthwhile investment.

States have opted to run WIN demonstrations. States that have
opted to run WIN demonstrations have been equally successful.
Oklahoma had 19,720 AFDC recipients registered for WIN demon-
stration services by the end of fiscal year 1984, of which 7,716, that
is 39 percent, found jobs. And, the list goes on.

It is difficult to demonstrate similar results from some of the
other welfare employment programs as national data are some-
what limited. However, based on State experiences, it is clear that
given sufficient program flexibility, similar results are achievable.
As a result of State IV-A initiatives, many recipients for the first
time are getting the kind of support that can help them gain inde-
pendence for employment.

Although States have made a great deal of progress with employ-
ment programs, much remains to be accomplished. Reducing wel-
fare dependency by enhancing employment opportunities is a diffi-
cult task, one that requires the resources, ingenuity, and commit-
ment of not only the States, but the Federal Government and pri-
vate sector.

Continued progress also depends on maintaining program stabili-
ty and flexibility. !rn this regard, we would like to share with you
our concerns relating to the proposal put forth by the administra-
tion to modify existing IV-A work program requiroments.

In our view, the administration's work opportunities and welfare
program, as contained in Senate 1081, introduced by Senator Roth
in May, is contrary to the very rhetoric embodied in the language
in the title of it, "Work Opportunities and Welfare." It would, one,
substantially curtail the State's ability to effectively target work
program services on certain categories of recipients, such as adoles-
cent mothers, thus limiting our ability to move recipient' into con-
formity.

Two, increase and shift additional operating costs to the States,
and, three, prohibit work program innovations.

The National Council of State Human Service Administrators
strongly opposes this proposal. Let me be more specific about our
concerns.

First, States would be expected to expand required services with
less money. Funding for WIN would be eliminated, a proposal,
which is clearly unwarranted, given State success with the pro-
gram. States would, nevertheless, be required to expand work pro-
gram activities to applicants, and additional categories of recipi-
ents.

In addition, each State would have to ensure that the majority of
its eligible participants are actively involved in a work activity on
a regular basis. While the States do not object in principal to ex-
panding work program services, without sufficient resources, ex-
pansion of this kind will simply lead to ineffectual programs.
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The expansion of work program activities required by the work
opportunities and welfare proposal would clearly entail substantial
costs. According to an APWA survey conducted .earlier this year, to
ascertain the impact of this proposal, Connecticut would have to
hire 161 new staff to operate job search for applicants and recipi-
ents alone; additional program costs the first year would be as high
as $18.5 million. Delaware would have to spend $4.2 million to op-
erate a statewide work opportunities and welfare program, 3' 2
times its current costs. Missouri would have to spend al extra $12
million to provide a work oppertunities and welfare program for
recipients, not now participating in a work activity.

Moreover, States estimate that costs for operating the program
will escalate even further as the higher participation standards are
in effect. Texas, for example, estimated the work opportunities and
welfare program will increase its administrative costs by $1.6 mil-
lion above current program costs in fiscal year 1986, bringing the
total cost to $25.9 for the fiscal year.

In fiscal year 1987, with the requirement that the State involve
50 percent of its eligible participants in a work activity, additional
costs are projected at $22.1 million, raising total costs to $51.6 mil-
lion.

Given the fact that Federal fmancing for the New York program
would be capped, States would either have to pick up these addi-
tional costs themselves or somehow identify methods of limiting
services while still meeting Federal standards.

Second, unrealistic participation standards would be established.
As I have already noted, the work opportunities and welfa 'e pro-
gram would require States to achieve certain participation stand-
ards that would be phased in over a 3-year period.

In fiscal year 1986, a State would have to have at least 25 per-
cent of eligible participants actually participating in a work pro-
gram activity. In fiscal year 1987, the standard would increase to
50 percent, mid in fiscal year 1988, it would rise to 75 percent.

These .indards bear no relation to realistic levels of perform-
ance. Only 3 of the 30 States that responded to an APWA survey
reported participation rates higher than 50 percent. The average
participation rate was reported at 28 percent.

I want to emphasize that these current levels of participation do
not mean State programs are failing to operate effectively. On the
contrary, States deliberately, quite appropriately, restrict eligibility
and participation in work program activities to ensure that limited
dollars are targeted to achieve the best results.

The administration's plan to impose participation standards in
order to improve performance would have the ironic effect of com-
pelling States to curb comprehensive work activities which provide
for the best opportunity to increase employment potential, so that
a greater number of recipients can participate. Put simply, States
would be forced to dilute their efforts in order to serve more people
ineffectively.

Third, States that fail to comply with the participation standards
would have their already limited administrative dollars even fur-
ther redu.'ed. This, in turn, would make it even more difficult for a
State to operate its program effectively.
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Moreover, although the proposal does not specifically refer to
quantity control, this is the mechanism that would likely be used
by HHS to measure State compliance with the standard.

The present AFDC quality control system is neither an equitable
or reliable measure of performance. The State human service ad-
ministrators strongly object to extending use of this unfair system
to determine penalties for States unable to achieve unrealis-
tic standards of performance.

Fourth, allowable work program activities are too restrictive
under the proposal. States would be precluded from providing class-
room or similar educational work training activities, even though
participation in a similar program funded under the Job Training
Partnership Act is now permitted.

If the administration believes such employment and t mg ac-
tivities are a valuable part of JTPA, it makes little sense for them
to then be precluded under an IV-A work program. Nor does it
make sense to conclude, as the administration has, that JTPA
fill the gaps where AFDC services are no longer available.

JTPA funding is already severely limited, given the substantial
numbers of eligible participants, and the stationary funding.

In my own State, for example, JTPA provides services to 17,300
public assistance recipients annually. But, New York State has
220,000 welfare employables to deal with during the same period.

The problem is that even when combined with the 36,000 individ-
uals who get served through the WIN demonstration, only 24 per-
cent of our employables receive service.

Contrary to the administration, States have found training tech-
niques, such as vocational and classroom training, effective meth-
ods in reducing welfare dependency.

Take, for example, the Massachusetts employment and training
program, which I understand you will hear more about tomorrow.
This program emphasizes the use of training and it is credited with
the necessary $33.6 million in a little more than a 1-year period.

More than 14,000 recipients have found jobs since the start of
that program. Furthermore, training is an important element in
any package designed to help anj mothers achieve self support.
Given the fact that half of all expenditures go to households
in which mothers have their first child as a teenager, it is clear
that Federal provisions for such services should be maintained to
enable States to effectively attack long-term welfare dependency.

In short, the administration's work program proposal, if imple-
mented, would substantially hinder the States welfare employ-
ment and gaining efforts. The States believe that the work pro-
gram options allowed under current law generally afford the flexi-
bility needed to design, test, and implement effective, comprehen-
sive work programs structured to meet the needs of poor families.

Of course, improvements can be made, and before closing, I
would like to just mention some of our recommendations in this
regard.

No. 1. Efforts should be made to stabilize and enhance funding
for the WIN and WIN demonstration programs so that States can
plan effective work activities from year to year.

The current formula for allocating funds under the program
should be reviewed.
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No. 2. The WIN demonstration programs should be made a per-
manent State option. The deadline for submitting applications to
implement the program was last month, and the majority of State
programs are scheduled to terminate under current law on June
30, 1987.

The success that has been achieved to da;:e supports the conver-
sion to a permanent option.

No. 3. The Federal Government should look at ways of enhancing
public/private partnerships to improve the effectiveness of welfare
employment programs.

This should include promoting State efforts to expand use of
grant diversion and other employment subsidies.

No. 4. The feasibility of establishing standards for the provision
of JTPA services and AFDC recipient similar to the 40-percent
standard in place for disadvantaged youth should be reviewed.

This concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman, and I would be
happy to answer any questions.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Perales follower]
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MR. CHAIRMAN, MEMBERS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE, THANK YOU FOR THE OPPORTUNITY TO

APPEAR BEFORE YOU TODAY TO DISCUSS THE STATES' VIEWS ON EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS

FOR WELFARE RECIPIENTS. I AM CESAR PERALES. COMMISSIONER OF THE NEW YORK

STATE DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SERVICES AND CHAIR OF THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE

HUMAN SERVICE ADMINISTRATORS' EMPLOYMENT COMMI1TEF.

I AM PLEASED TO BE TESTIFYING TODAY ON BEHALF OF THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE

HUMAN SERVICE ADMINISTRATORS. AN AFFILIATE OF THE AMERICAN PUBLIC WELFARE

ASSOCIATION COMPRISED OF THE PUBLIC EXECUTIVES IN EACH STATE, THE DISTRICT OF

COLUMBIA. AND THE U.S. TERRITORIES, CHARGED WITH THE RESPONSIBILITY FOR

ADMINISTERING HUMAN SERVICE PROGRAMS. THIS INCLUDES THE ADMINISTRATION OF

EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS SUCH AS THE WORK INCENTIVE (wIN) DEMONSTRATION. COMMUNITY

WORK EXPERIENCE (CwEP), WORK SUPPLEMENTATION (I.E.. GRANT DIVERSION). AND

APPLICANT AND RECIPIENT JOB SEARCH. AS WELL AS OTHER EMPLOYMENT SERVICES

FINANCED UNDER TITLE IV-A OF THE SOCIAL SECURITY ACT. IN STATES WITH A

REGULAR wIN PROGRAM. WE SHARE ADMINISTRATIVE RESPONSIBILITY WITH THE STATE

EMPLOYMENT SERVICE AGENCY.

NEW YORK HAS. FOR SOME YEARS, BEEN IN THE FOREFRONT IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF NEW

APPROACHES TO WELFARE EMPLOYMENT. IT IS FOR THIS REASOM THAT I AN ESPECIALLY

HAPPY TO BE HERE TODAY. THE STATE, IN COOPERATION WITH LOCAL SOCIAL SERVICES

DISTRICTS, CONDUCTED EXPERIMENTS WITH GRANT DIVERSION AS EARLY AS 1971. IN

THE EARLY 1970's, WE HAD MASSIVE PUBLIC SERVICE EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS, SUPPORTED

WORK. AND JOB SEARCH PROGRAMS.
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EARLY ON. WE LEARNED THAT PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS CAN DO, AND WANT TO

WORK. IF MEANINGFUL JOBS ARE OFFERED AT FAIR WAGES. IN TERMS OF THE WORK

ETHIC, PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS ARE NO DIFFERENT THAN OTHER AMERICANS.

BUT. AS WITH ANY GROUP OF INDIVIDUALS. PUBLIC ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS ARE NOT

h,t. THE SAME. To BE SUCCESSFUL. AGENCIES DELIVERING EMPLOYMENT SERVICES MUST

OFFER A VARIETY OF APPROACHES IN ASSISTING RECIPIENTS TO FIND AND RETAIN

EMPLOYMENT. THAT IS WHY IT IS SO IMPORTANT THAT EXISTING STATE FLEXIBILITY TO

DESIGN AND OPERATE PROGRAMS BE MAINTAINED.

IN NEW YORK, WE VIEW UNSUBSIDIZED EMFLOYMENT AS THE KEY TO SELF-SUFFICIENCY

AND SELF-RESPECT. WE VIEW THE ISSUE OF WELFARE EMPLOYMENT AS A SERIOUS ONE.

IN THIS REGARD, THE GOVERNOR, MARIO CUOMO. HAS MAKE OUR PROGRAMS AN EXECUTIVE

AND LEGISLATIVE PRIORITY. RECENTLY. UNDER THE GOVERNOR'S AUSPICES. NEW YORK

HAS EMBARKED ON A wIN DEMONSTRATION. wE HAVE STREAMLINED THE PROGRAM AND

EXPECT THAT 21.000 AFDC RECIPIENTS WILL BEGIN JOBS DURING THE ;IRST YEAR OF

OPERATION. THIS NUMBER REPRESENTS AN INCREASE IN POSITIVE OUTCOMES OF 40%.

IT ALSO REPRESENT AN INCREASE OF SOX IN wIN WORKER PRODuCTIVITY. I KNOW MY

COLLEAGUES IN OTHER STATES ARE IMPLEMENTING PROGRAMS DESIGNED TO ACHIEVE

SIMILAR RESULTS.

THE STATE HUMAN SERVICE ADMINISTRATORS ARE FIRMLY COMMITTED TO MOVING WELFARE

RECIPIENTS TOWARDS SELF-SUFFICIENCY. THIS COMMITMENT IS EVIDENCED BY THE

INCREASING NUMBER OF EMPLOYMENT INITIATIVES BEING DEVELOPED AND IMPLEMENTED

ACROSS THE STATES. AND BY THE SUCCESSFUL RESULTS OF EXISTING WORK PROGRAMS.

wE BELIEVE IT IS CRITICAL THAT INVESTMENTS BE MADE IN EFFORTS DESIGNED TO HELP

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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WELFARE RECIPIENTS-WHO OFTEN LACK THE SKILLS AND WORK EXPERIENCE TO OTHERWISE

COMPETE SUCCESSFULLY IN TODAY'S LABOR MARKET-OBTAIN JOBS. THIS IS IN THE

RECIPIENTS' BEST INTEREST AS WELL AS THAT OF THE STATE AND FEDERAL GOVERNMENTS

WHICH SHARE IN THE RESULTING WELFARE SAVINGS. ONLY FOUR YEARS AGO CONGRESS

GRANTED STATES MORE FLEXIBILITY TO DESIGN AND OPERATE COST-EFFECTIVE WORK

PROGRAMS FOR THE WELFARE POPULATION. IN THE SHORT TIME 'INCE THEN. STATES

HAVE TAKEN RESPONSIBLE ADVANTAGE OF THE DISCRETION THEY HAVE SEEN (7 TO

DEVELOP INNOVATIVE WORK-RELATED ACTIVITIES--RANGING FROM JOB SEARCH TO

SKILLS TRAINING TO WAGE SUPPLEMENTATION. AS MANY AS 37 STATES HAVE

IMPLEMENTED ONE OR MORE OF THE OPTIONAL WORK PROGRAMS AUTHORIZED BY THE

OMNIBUS BUDGET RECONCILIATION ACT OF 1981. WITH THE ADDITIONAL DISCRETION

PROVIDED STATES LAST YEAR BY THE DEFICIT REDUCTION ACT. TO DESIGN EFFECTIVE

GRANT DIVERSION PROGRAMS. THIS NUMBER WILL LIKELY INCREASE. THAT SO MANY

STATES HAVE IMPLEMENTED OPTIONAL WORK PROGRAMS IS SIGNiFICANT WHEN YOU

CONSIDER THAT LESS THAN 4 YEARS AGO THE ROLE OF TITLE IV-A AGENCIES IN

EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS WAS ESSENTIALLY LIMITED TO PROVIDING NEEDED SUPPO7TIVE

SERVICES.

MOST IMPORTANT. DESPITE LIMITED DOLLARS, THE STATES HAVE HAD MEASURABLE

SUCCESS WITH THEIR EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS. FOR EXAMPLE. IN FY 84 STATES

REGISTERED OVER ONE MILLION AFDC RECIPIENTS FOR wIN SERVICES NATIONWIDE.

ROUGHLY 35% OF THESE REGISTRANTS. 354,396. FOUND JODs--387. BORE THAN IN FY 83.

THE RESULTING SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO WELFARE GRANT REDUCTIONS TOTALED $587

MILLION: MORE THAN THE $260 MILLION IN FEDERAL MONEY INVESTED IN GRANTS

TO THE STATES FOR THIS PERIOD. THESE SAVINGS. MOREOVER. DO NOT INCLUDE

3.2S.A.HAVA 'MOO Title
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SAVINGS ATTRIBUTED TO WELFARE GRANT AVOIDANCE--OVER $142 MILLION IN 1984-- OR

THE SAVINGS IN FOOD STAMPS OR MEDICAID THAT RESULT WHEN THE AFDC STATUS OF A

FAMILY CHANGES BECAUSE OF EMPLOYMENT. FEW FEDERAL PROGRAMS PROBABLY COME

CLOSE TO MATCHING THIS KIND OF PERFORMANCE--TWO DOLLARS SAVED FOR EVERY

FEDERAL DOLLAR INVESTED. THAT IS A WORTHWHILE INVESTMENT.

INDIVIDUAL STATE PERFORMANCE FURTHER EXEMPLIFIES THE SUCCESS OF THIS PROGRAM.

IN VERMONT--A STATE THAT HAS TRADITIONALLY BEEN SUCCESSFUL IN MOVING WELFARE

RECIPIENTS INTO PAID EMPLOYMENT THROUGH WIN--MORE THAN HALF OF THE TOTAL

NUMBER OF AFDC RECIPIENTS REGISTERED FOR IN SERVICES IN FY 84. 3.626 OF

6.065. ENTERED JOBS. IN WASHINGTON. ANOTHER STATE WITH A SUCCESSFUL IN

PROGRAM. 9.667 AFDC RECIPIENTS FOUND JOBS IN FY 84. REPRESENTING 48% OF THE

20.172 REGISTERED. THE RESULTING PROGRAM SAVINGS IN wASHINGTON-538

MILLION-WAS ALMOST 3 TIMES THE $12.2 MILLION IN STATE AND FEDERAL PROGRAM

COSTS. IN IDAHO THE RESULTS ARE ALSO IMPRESSIVE. MORE THAN 75% OF ITS 2.091

AFDC REGISTRANTS 1.580-ENTERED EMPLOYMENT. AND. IN FY 84 FEDERAL AND

STATE PROGRAM COSTS IN IDAHO WERE $2.1 MILLION WHILE SAVINGS EQUALLED $4.5

MILLION.

STATES THAT HAVE OPTED TO RUN IN DEMONSTRATIONS HAVE BEEN EQUALLY AS

SUCCESSFUL. OKLAHOMA HAD 19.727 AFDC RECIPIENTS REGISTERED FOR IN

DEMONSTRATION SERVICES BY THE END OF FY 84. OF WHICH 7.716- -39%--FOUND JOBS.

IN ARIZONA. 3.422 RECIPIENTS ENTERED EMPLOYMENT. REPRESENTING 39% OF THE 8.782

REGISTRANTS. THE ARIZONA PROGRAM YIELDED $5.9 MILLION IN SAVINGS ON AN

INVESTMENT or $2.4 MILLION IN STATE AND FEDERAL FUNDS.
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IT IS DIFFICULT TO DEMONSTRATE SIMILAR RESULTS FOR SOME OF THE OTHER WELFARE

EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS AS NATIONAL DATA ARE SOMEWHAT LIMITED. HOWEVER. BASED 0%

STATE EXPERIENCES IT IS CLEAR THAT--GIVEN SUFFICIENT PROGRAM

FLEXIBILITY- -SIMILAR RESULTS ARE ACHIEVEABLE. AS A RESULT OF STATES' IV-A

EMPLOYMENT INITIATIVES. MANY RECIPIENTS FOR THE FIRST TIME ARE GETTING THE

KIND ^"UPPORT THAT CAN HELP THEM GAIN INDEPENDENCE THROUGH EMPLOYMENT.

wE THINK THESE RESULTS ARE ESPECIALLY GOOD IN LIGHT OF THE LIMITED FUNDING

AVAILABLE TO STATES. THE COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISOR'S REPORT OF ECONOMIC

INDICATOKS SHOWS THAT IN THE PAST 10 YEARS. THE INFLATION RATE FOR GOVERNMENT

PURCHASED GOODS AND SERVICES HAS RISEN BY 11.6t. DURING THIS SAME PERIOD.

THERE HAS BEEN SOME FLUCTUATION IN THE ANNUAL LEVEL OF WIN APPROPRIATIONS.

THE BOTTOM LINE. HOWEVER. IS THAT FOR FY85. THE TOTAL NATIONAL WIN

APPROPRIATION OF S256.760.000 IS ESSENTIALLY $1q8.920.000 IN 1975 DOLLARS. IN

CONTRAST. THE 1975 FEDERAL APPROPRIATION WAS 5400.000.000. THE NEW YORK STATE

SHARE OF $22.000.000 FOR FY '85 PROVIDES LESS THAN $200 PER ELIGIBLE

INDIVIDUAL.

ALTHOUGH STATES HAVE MADE A GREAT DEAL OF PROGRESS WITH EMPLOYMENT PROGRAMS.

MUCH REMAINS TO BE ACCOMPLISHED. REDUCING WELFARE DEPENDENCY BY ENHANCING

EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITIES IS A DIFFICULT TASK--ONE THAT REQUIRES THE RESOURCES.

INGENUITY. AND COMMITMENT OF NOT ONLY THE STATES BUT THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

AND PRIVATE SECTOR. CONTINUED PROGRESS ALSO DEPENDS ON MAINTAINING P1.OGRA1

STABILITY AND FLEXIBILITY. IN THIS REGARD. WE WOULD LIKE TO SHARE WITH YOU

OUR CONCERNS RELATING TO THE PROPOSAL PUT FORTH BY THE ADMINISTRATION TO
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MODIFY EXISTING IV-A WORK PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS.

EFEEME rail iti PalINISTRA1TON'S Ifw rEF8( PRCPOSa_

IN OUR VIEW. THE ADMINISTRATION'S "wORK OPPORTUNITIES AND WELFARE" PROGRAM. AS

CONTAINED IN S.1081 INTRODUCED 8Y SEN. ROTH IN MAY IS CONTRARY TO THEIR

RHETORIC. IT WOULD: (1) SUBSTANTIALLY CURTAIL THE STATES' ABILITY TO

EFFECTIVELY TARGET WORK PROGRAM SERVICES ON CERTAIN CATEGORIES OF RECIPIENTS

SUCH AS ADOLESCENT MOTHERS, THUS LIMITING OUR ABILITY TO MOVE RECIPIENTS INTO

EMPLOYMENT; (2) INCREASE AND SHIFT ADDITIONAL OPERATING COSTS TO THE STATE;

AND (3) PROHIBIT WORK PROGRAM INNOVATIONS. FACED WITH THE UNREALISTIC

PARTICIPATION STANDARDS AND LIMITED DOLLARS OF THIS PROPOSAL, STATES MAY WELL

HAVE 10 SHIFT THE EMPHASIS BY SPREADING SERVICES MORE THINLY IN ORDER TO SERVE

AS MANY INDIVIDUALS AS POSSIBLE. THE NATIONAL COUNCIL OF STATE HUMAN S:RVICE

ADMINISTRATORS STRONGLY OPPOSES THTS PROPOSAL. LET ME BE MORE SPECIFIC ABOUT

OUR CON. AS.

FIRST. STATES WOULP BE EXPECTED TO EXPAND REQUIRED SERVICES WITH LESS MONEY.

FUNDING FOR WIN WOULD BE ELIMINATED--A PROPOSAL WHICH IS CLEARLY uNARRANTED

GIVEN STATES' SUCCESS WITH THE PROGRAM. STATES WOULD NEVERTHELESS BE RELJIRED

TO EXPAND WORK PROGRAM ACTIVITIES TO APPLICANTS AND ADDITIONAL CATEGORIU OF

RECIPIENTS. IN ADDITION, EACH STATE WOULD HAVE TO ENSURE THAT THE MAJORITY OF

ITS ELIGIBLE PARTICIPANTS ARE ACTIVELY INVOLVED IN A WORK ACTIVITY ON A

REGULAR BASIS. MILE THE STATES DO NOT OBJECT IN PRINCIPLE TO EXPANDING WORK

fROGRAM SERVICES. WITHOUT SUFFICIENT RESOURCES EXPANSION OF THIS KIND WILL

41
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SIMPLY LEAD TO INEFFECTUAL PROGRAMS.

THE EXPANSION OF WORK PROGRAM ACTIVITIES REQUIRED BY THE "oORK OPPORTUNITIES

AND WELFARE" PROPOSAL WOULD ENTAIL SUBSTANTIAL COSTS. ACCORDING TO AN ANA

SURVEY CONDUCTED EARLIER THIS YEAR TO ASCERTAIN THE IMPACT OF THIS PROPOSAL:

0 CONNECTICUT WOULD HAVE TO HIRE 161 NEW STAFF TO OPERATE JOB

SEARCH FOR APPLICANTS AND RECIPIENTS ALONE. ADDITIONAL PROGRAM

COSTS THE FIRST YEAR COULD BE AS NIGH AS $18.5 MILLION.

0 DELAWARE WOULD HAVE TO SPEND $4.2 MILLION TO OPERATE A STATEWIDE

"WORK OPPORTUNITIES AND WELFARE" PROGRAM. 3.5 TIMES ITS CURRENT

COSTS.

0 MARYLAND CONSERVATIVELY ESTIMATES THAT AN ADDITIONAL EXPENDITURE

OF $3.5 MILLION WOULD 8E REQUIRED TO RUN A "WORK OPPORTUNITIES AND

wELFARE" PROGRAM.

0 AND MISSOURI WOULD HAVE TO SPEND AN EXTRA $12 MILLION TO PROVIDE A

"WORK OPPORTUNITIES AND WELFARE" PROGRAM FOR RECIPIENTS NOT NOW

PARTICIPATING IN A WORK ACTIVITY.

MOREOVER. STATES ESTIMATE THAT COSTS FOR OPERATING THE PROGRAM WILL ESCALATE

EVEN FURTHER AS THE HIGHER PARTICIPATION STANDARDS GO INTO EFFECT.
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O TEXAS. FOR EXAMPLE. ESTIMATED THAT THE NORK OPPORTUNITIES AND

WELFARE" PROGRAM WILL INCREASE ITS ADMINISTRATIVE COSTS BY $1.6

MILLION ABOVE CURRENT PROGRAM COSTS IN FY 86. BRINGING TOTAL

COSTS TO $25.9 FOR THE FISCAL YEAR. IN FY 87. WITH THE REQUIRE-

MENT THAT THE STATE INVOLVE 50% OF ITS ELIGIBLE PARTICIPANTS IN

A WORK ACTIVITY, ADDITIONAL COSTS ARE PROJECTED AT $22.1

MILLION. RAISING TOTAL COSTS TO $51.6 MILLION.

o To ACHIEVE THE 75% PARTICIPATION STANDARD. NEW YORK CALCULATED THE

ADDITIONAL COST ABOVE CURRENT EXPENDITURES AT $50 MILLION. AS MANY

AS 575 ADDITIONAL EMPLOYEES WOULD BE NEEDED TO RUN THE PROGRAM

STATEWIDE.

GIVEN THE FACT THAT FEDERAL FINANCING FOR THE NEW WORK PROGRAM WOULD BE

CAPPED. STATES WOULD EITHER HAVE TO PICK-UP THESE ADDITIONAL COSTS THEMSELVES

OR SOME HOW IDENTIFY METHODS OF LIMITING SERVICES WHILE STILL MEETING FEDERAL

STANDARDS.

SECOND. UNREALISTIC PARTICIPATION WOULD BE ESTABLISHED. As I HAVE

ALREADY NOTED. THE "WORK OPPORTUNITIES AND WELFARE" PROGRAM WOULD REQUIRE

STATES TO ACHIEVE CERTAIN PARTICIPATION STANDARDS THAT WOULD BE PHASED IN OVER

A 3-YEAR PERIOD. IN FY 86. A STATE WOULD HAVE TO HAVE AT LEAST 25% OF ITS

ELIGIBLE PARTICIPANTS ACTUALLY PARTICIPATING IN A WORK PROGRAM ACTIVITY. IN FY

87 THE STANDARD WOULD INCREASE TO SOX, AND IN FY N IT WOULD RISE TO 75%.

THESE STANDARDS BEAR NO RELATION TO REALISTIC LEVELS OF PERFORMANCE. ONLY 3
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OF THE 30 STATES THAT RESPONDED TO THE ANA SURVEY REPORTED PARTICIPATION

RATES HIGHER THAN 60%. THE AVERAGE PARTICIPATION RATE WAS REPORTED AT 28%. I

WANT TO EMPHASIZE THAT THESE CURRENT LEVELS OF PARTICIPATION DO NOT MEAN STATE

PROGRAMS ARE FAILING TO OPERATE EFFECTIVELY. ON THE CONTRARY. STATES

DELIBERATELY. AND QUITE APPROPRIATELY. RESTRICT ELIGIBILITY AND PARTICIPATION

IN WORK PROGRAM ACTIVITIES TO ENSURE THAT LIMITED DOLLARS ARE TARGETED TO

ACHIEVE THE BEST RESULTS. THE ADMINISTRATION'S PLAN TO IMPOSE PARTICIPATION

STANDARUS IN ORDER TO IMPROVE PERFORMANCE WOULD HAVE THE IRONIC EFFECT OF

COMPELLING STATES TO CURd COMPREHENSIVE WORK ACTIVITIES--WHICH PROVIDE THE

BEST OPPORTUNITY TO INCREASE EMPLOYMENT POTENTIAL--S0 THAT A GREATER NUMBER OF

RECIPIENTS CAN PARTICIPATE. PUT SIMPLY. STATES WOULD BE FORCED TO DILUTE

THEIR EFFORTS IN ORDER TO SERVE MORE PEOPLE INEFFECTIVELY.

THIRD. STATES THAT FAIL TO COMPLY WITEME PARTICIPATION STANDARDS WOULD _HAVE

THEIR AIREADYJIMITED ADMINISTRATIVE DOIIARS EVEN FURTHER REDUCED THIS IN

TURN WOULD MAKE IT EVEN MORE DIFFICULT FOR A STATE TO OPERATE ITS PROGRAM

EFFECTIVELY. MOREOVER. ALTHOUGH THE PROPOSAL DOES NOT SPECIFICALLY REFER TO

QUALITY CONTROL. THIS IS THE MECHANISM THAT WOULD LIKELY BE USED BY WS TO

MEASURE STATE COMPLIANCE WITH THE STANDAPDS. THE PRESENT AFDC QUALITY CONTROL

SYSTEM IS NEITHER AN EQUITABLE NOR RELIABLE MEASURE OF PERFORMANCE. THE STATE

HUMAN SERVICE ADMINISTRATORS STRONGLY OBJECT TO EXTENDING USE OF THIS UNFAIR

SYSTEM TO DETERMINE FISCAL PENALTIES FOR STATES UNABLE TO ACHIEVE UNREALISTIC

STANDARDS OF PERFORMANCE.

FOURTH. ALJOWABIE WORK PROGRAM ACTIVITIES ARF TOO RESTRICTIVE UNDER THE
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PROPOSAL. STATES WOULD BE PRECLUDED FROM PROVIDING CLASSROOM OR SIMILAR

EDUCATIONAL OR TRAINING ACTIVITIES. EVEN THOUGH PARTICIPATION IN A SIMILAR

PROGRAM FUNDED UNDER THE JOB TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT (JTPA) IS NOW PERMITTED.

IF THE ADMINISTRATION BELIEVES SUCH EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING ACTIVITIES ARE A

VALUABLE PART OF JTPA II MAKES LITTLE SENSE FOR THEM TO THEN BE PRECLUDED

UNDER A IV-A WORK PROGRAM. NOR DOES IT MAKE SENSE TO CONCLUDE. AS THE

ADMTNI,TRATION HAS. THAT JTPA CAN FILL THE CAPS WHERE AFDC SERVICES ARE NO

LONGER AVAILABLE. JTPA FUNDING IS ALREADY SEVERELY LIMITED GIVEN THE

SUBSTANTIAL NUMBERS OF ELIGIBLE PARTICIPANTS AND STATIONARY FUNDING. AFDC

RECIPIENTS ARE JUST ONE OF MANY CATEGORIES OF DISADVANTAGED INDIVIDUALS

COMPETING FOR JTPA SERVICES.

IN MY OWN STATE. FOR EXAMPLE. JTPA PROVIDES SERVICES TO 17.300 PUBLIC

ASSISTANCE RECIPIENTS ANNUALLY. BUT. NEW YORK STATE HAS 220.000 WELFARE

EMPLOYABLES TO DEAL WITH DURING THE SAME PERIOD. PROGRAMS UNDER THE JOB

TRAINING PARTNERSHIP ACT DO A GOOD JOB FOR US WITH THE NUMBER OF PERSONS THEY

SERVE. A HIGH PERCENTAGE FIND JOBS. THE PROBLEM IS THAT EVEN WHEN COMBINED

WITH THE 35.000 INDIVIDUALS WHO GET SERVED THROUGH THE wIN DEMONSTRATION. ONLY

242 OF OUR EMPLOYABLES RECEIVE SERVICE.

CONTRARY TO THE ADMINISTRATION. STATES HAVE FOUND TRAINING TECHNIQUES SUCH AS

VOCATIONAL AND CLASSROOM TRAINING EFFECTIVE METHODS IN REDUCING WELFARE

fJEPENDENCY. TAKE. FOR EXAMPLE. THE MASSACHUSETT'S EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING

PROGRAM--WHICH I UNDERSTAND YOU WILL HEAR MORE ABOUT TOMORROW. THIS PROGRAM

EMPHASIZES USE OF TRAINING AND IT IS CREDITED WITH NET SAVINGS OF S33.6
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MILLION IN LITTLE MORE THAN A ONE-YEAR PERIOD -- MORE THAN 14.000 RECIPIENTS

HAVE FOUND JOBS SINCE THE START OF THE PROGRAM.

FURTHERMORE. TRAINING IS AN IMPORTANT ELEMENT IN ANY PACKAGE DESIGNED TO HELP

YOUNG MOTHERS ACHIEVE SELF-SUPPORT. GIVEN THE FACT THAT HALF OF ALL AFDC

EXPENDITURES GO TO HOUSEHOLDS IN WHICH MOTHERS HAD THEIR FIRST CHILD AS A

TEENAGER, IT IS CLEAR THAT FEDERAL PROVISIONS FOR SUCH SERVICES SHOULD BE

MAINTAINED TO ENABLE STATES TO EFFECTIVELY ATTACK LONG-TERM WELFARE

DEPENDENCY.

IN SHORT. THE ADMINISTRATION'S WORK PROGRAM PROPOSAL, IF IMPLEMENTED. WOULD

SUBSTANTIALLY HINDER THE STATES' WELFARE EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING EFFORTS. IN

THE SHORT-TERM IT MAY ACHIEVE SAVINGS BUT AT THE EXPENSE OF HIGHER PUBLIC

COSTS IN THE LONG-RUN AS THOSE RECIPIENTS WHO COULD .AVE BECOME

SELF-SUPPORTING ARE DENIED THE ASSISTANCE THEY NEED TO WORK THE R WAY OFF OF

WELFARE. THE STATES BELIEVE THAT THE WORK PROGRAM OPTIONS ALLOWED UNDER

CURRENT LAW AFFORD THE FLEXIBILITY NEEDED TO DESIGN. TEST. AND IMPLEMENT

EFFECTIVE, COMPREHENSIVE WORK PROGRAMS STRUCTURED TO MEET THE NEEDS OF POOR

FAMILIES. OF COURSE. IMPROVEMENTS CAN BE MADE. AND BEFORE CLOSING. I'D LIKE

TO JUST MENTION SOME OF OUR RECOMMENDATIONS IN THIS REGARD.

RECOMKFNDATIONS

(1) EFFORTS SHOULD BE MADE TO STABILIZE AND ENHANCE FUNDING FOR

THE wIN/w1N DEMONSTRAT;ON PROGRAM SO THAT STATES CAN PLAN
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EFFECTIVE WORK ACTIVITIES FROM YEAR TO YEAR. THE CURRENT

FORMULA FOR ALLOCATING FUNDS UNDER THE PROCiAM SHOULD BE

REVIEWED.

(2) THE wIN DEMONSTRATION PROGRAM SHOULD BE MADE A PERMANENT STATE

OPTION. THE DEADLINE FOR SUBMITTING APPLICATIONS TO IMPLEMENT THE

PROGRAM WAS LAST MONTH. AND. THE MAJORITY OF STATE PROGRAMS ARE

SCHEDULED TO TERMINATE UNDER CURRENT LAW ON JUNE 30. 1987. THE

SUCCESS THAT HAS BEEN ACHIEVED TO DATE SUPPORTS THE CONVERSION TO A

PERMANENT OPTION.

(3) THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SHOULD LOOK AT WAYS OF ENHANCING PUBLIC-

PRIVATE PABTNERSHIPS TO IMPROVE THE EFFECTIVENESS OF WELFARE EMPLOY-

MENT PROGRAMS. THIS SHOULD INCLUDE PROMOTING STATE EFFORTS

TO EXPAND USE OF GRANT DIVERSION AND OTHER EMPLOYMENT SUBSIDIES.

(4) THE FEASIBILITY DF ESTABLISHING STANDARDS FOR THE PROVISION OF TPA

SERVICES TD AFDC RECIPIENTS. SIMILAR TO THE 40% STANDARD IN PLACE FOR

DISADVANTAGED YOUTH. SHOULD BE REVIEWED.

THIS CONCLUDES MY STATEMENT MR. CHAIRMAN AND I MOULD BE HAPPY TO ANSWER ANY

QUESTIONS.
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Mr. Wrass. Thank you, Mr. Perales. Dr. Gueron.

STATEMENT OF DR. JUDITH M. GUERON, EXECUTIVE VICE
PRESIDENT, MANPOWER DEMONSTRATION RESEARCH CORP.

Dr. GUMION. I would like to begin by commending Mr. Weiss and
the subcommittee for holding these hearings. Given the number of
changes which have been introduced in the AFDC and WIN sys-
tems in recent years, it seems particularly important to step back
and reflect not only on what we know about the problem, but also
what we know about possible solutions.

This sort of review seems particularly critical now, as Congress
takes a hard look at funding for social programs as part of the at-
tempt to reduce the budget deficit, and is also asked to consider a
substitute for the current WIN Program.

My perspective is that of a social policy researcher. The business
of MDRC is to fmd out what works in helping disadvantaged
groups become self-sufficient. Today, I will limit my remarks to les-
sons learned from MDRC's research on programs that provide em-
ployment opportunities for single, female heads of households who
are either applicants for or recipients of AFDC.

This includes earlier studies, the National Supported Work Dem-
onstration, the WIN Laboratories Project, and an ongoing Demon-
stration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives in which we are evaluat-
ing a variety of work-related programs for AFDC clients in 11
States. The particular program strategies that I will be discussing
are job search, unpaid work experience, often called workfare and
unsupported work.

Before discussing these programs and their results, I would like
to make four general points.

First, while we do not have all of the answers, we do have some.
We know that employment programs can make a difference. But,
we also have to have realistic expectations about what such pro-
grams can accomplish. The evidence suggests that no one approach
promises to be "the" solution for welfare dependency, but it can be
part of the solution, and enough to justify the cost of the program.

Second, a consistent lesson from MDRC's research, and which
you have heard about already this morning, is that program ad-
ministrators should reach out to provide services to more disadvan-
taged people, as well as those who are more readily employable,
and that it makes sense to reserve the most costly, intensive serv-
ices for that group. Assessing program success is a complex job, but
it is important for administrators to understand that high place-
ment rates are not necessarily the best measure of success.

Third, States and localities are showing considerable diversity
and experimentation in structuring their WIN and AFDC pro-
grams to help promote self-sufficiency. We feel that both Federal
and State policies should continue to encourage such diversity.
While States do demonstrate a growing interest in increasing the
percentage of the AFDC caseload which is active in some work-re-
lated program, we have also found significant differences in pro-
gram goals, objectives, administrative capacity, welfare characteris-
tics, and local economic conditions. This diversity should mitigate
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against any approach that would require uniformity of program
treatment or outcome across the country.

Finally, because all of the answers are not yet clear, we feel it is
important to maintain an environment that encourages experimen-
tation and rigorous testing. Two preconditions for that environ-
ment are steady funding levels and a stable administrative climate
in which program operators can both ph for the future and build
on the experience of the past.

Let me be more specific now about what MDRC has learned re-
garding the effectiveness of different approaches, starting with job
search, a relatively low cost program.

Our lessons here draw on two demonstrations. The WIN Labora-
tory Project in Louisville, KY, which tested voluntary job search
programs, and the ongoing Demonstration of Work/Welfare Initia-
tives in 11 States, in which we are looking at initiatives that States
have devised in response to the 1981 OBRA legislation.

Those current programs often combine job search with work ex-
perience, and an important aspect of many of them is that they are
intended to be implemented as a condition of welfare receipt. To
date, preliminary participation and impact data on these mandato-
ry job search programs are available from San Diego and a pro-
gram in two counties in Arkansas.

Our research indicates that, in general, AFDC applicants and re-
cipients respond positively to group job search, when it is mandato-
ry or optional. In San Diego, where participation was mandatory,
80 percent of the applicants thought the requirement was fair.
Most of the participants liked the workshops.

In terms of program effectiveness, we found that, first, job search
does have an impact in raising employment levels. The impacts are
relatively modest, in the 5- to 15-percentage-point range, depending
on the target population.

Second, these impacts appear to hold up over time. Third, the in-
crease in earnings and employment occurs because more women
are working, not because they have obtained more permanent or
better paying jobs.

Fourth, even for this relatively modest intervention, the impacts
were concentrated among those women who were harder to
employ.

Finally, the impact on welfare receipt is less consistent than that
on employment. While most studies show some modest reductions
in average welfare grants, about $100 to $200 a year, it is less clear
whether they will lead to actual reductions in the welfare rolls.

More information on the complex relationship between increases
in employment and earnings, benefit levels, and welfare derenden-
cy will come from the emerging MDRC studies over the next year
and a half. These will also provide information which will help
assess the budgetary impact of such programs under different con-
ditions.

Now, turning to unpaid work experience, in our current demon-
stration, we are looking at four States that are using community
work experiencecommonly called workfarewhere the hours of
work required are determined by dividing the AFDC grant by the
minim .m wage. Two others are operating WIN work experience,
where the number of hours worked is unrelated to tL^ giant level.
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In mcst cases, States are running part-time work experience and
limiting the work obligations to 13 weeks.

Although it is too early to speak reliably about the impact and
cost effectiveness of these approaches, we can answer some impor-
tant questions about the operational aspects of requiring a large
segment of the caseload to participate in work programs.

This is a particularly important issue because the pre-1981 expe-
rience suggested that it could not be done.

The experience of the States we have studied is mixed. Some pro-
grams, notably West Virginia's CWEP Program for the primarily
male AFDC-U caseload, and one combining CWEP with job search
in San Diego, do appear to have successfully implemented a man-
datory work requirement for a large segment of the caseload.

In other States, however, the level of participation has been
much lower.

A second set of questions relates to how mandatory work pro-
grams look in practice. Here, our evidence indicates that the States
are using unpaid work experience as a short-term transitional pro-
gram, stressing its positive aspects as an opportunity to help clients
get off welfare rather than as a punishment for being on welfare.

Our findings show that the jobs are generally entry level, and uo
not provide substantial skill development. They are not, however,
make-work. A very high proportion of the participants interviewed
responded positively to a work requirement. However, they felt
that the employer got the better end of the bargain.

Nevertheless, the majority of participants felt that a work re-
quirement was fair. These results are consistent with findings of
other studies that show that the poor want to work, and are eager
to take advantage of opportunities to do so.

One of our field researchers commented that such programs did
not create the work ethic, but found it.

Turning now to Supported Work. The findings from that demon-
stration, that MDRC conducted a number of years ago, strongly in-
dicate that this is a promising approach for long-term welfare re-
cipients. In that study, women involved in the study averaged
about 31/2 years on welfare.

This group showed significant increases in employment, earnings
and wages, and reductions in welfare dependency. Earnings among
enrollees increased by 50 percent compared to a control group, and
a 3-year followup found no decline in those impacts over time.

Our research also showed that the benefits exceeded the costs of
the program by substantial amounts.

Before turning to some brief recommendations, I would like to
point to two operational lessons that emerge clearly from the re-
search on these three programs.

First, that it makes sense to extend services in order to reach the
most disadvantaged groups of the AFDC population, as well as
those easily identified as more employable.

And, second, that we should target the moat expensive programs,
such as Supported Work, to the more disadvantaged group, on
whom we spend the bulk of AFDC dollars, as David Ellwood out-
lined earlier.

The logic of targeting on the hard to employ grows directly out of
an understanding of the dynamics of welfare dependency. The
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work done by Bane and Ellwood indicates that, for many persons,
welfare receipt is only a temporary source of aid, and about half of
the recipients leave the rolls before the end of 2 years.

If programs achieve high placement rates by working with cli-
ents who would have found jobs on their own or cycled off welfare
anyway, then the program has not accomplished much and the
money may not have been well spent.

In contrast, a program working with those who would do very
poorly on their own may look less successfulmeasured in place-
ments, but, in fact, have made a major change in behavior.

Turning to some recommendations, our work with a number of
States over the past few years suggests that there is a considerable
amount of change going on in the welfare system and that many
States are entering a period of experimentation and innovation.
This has been spurred, in part, by the relaxation of Federal regula-
tions in OBRA, and also as a result of a rethinking of some of the
basic assumptions about the nature and needs of the welfare popu-
lation and the extent to which welfare receipt should be linked to a
work obligation.

As I have noted, there is a considerable degree of diversity in
both programmatic approaches and administrative capacity across
the States. This diversity offers an important opportunity to learn.
I would urge that we use it and continue to build careful evalua-
tions around the major alternative strategies.

While it is important that "modernization". take place and that
an administrative system be flexible enough to respond to changing
conditions, we feel it is also important to maintain some degree of
stability in the WIN system if the results of the current initiatives
are to be fully realized.

In conclusion, preliminary results from MDRC's multisite demon-
strations suggest that a number of the new approaches are cost-ef-
fective, but to get these results, you have to spend money. Operat-
ing effective programs requires resources and qualified
staff. A major reduction in funding at this point would be o. -up-
live of the capacity which has been built up in recent years.

It is important that States be provided with adequate resources
resources that would enable them to provide services, train staff,
pool information about operational lessons, and keep informed
about what works and does not.

Four years ago, Congress gave States the chance to experiment
and redesign the relationship between welfare and work. Fruitful
lessons from those early experiments are beginning to emerge, but
we z.lo not yet have all the answers.

For that reason, I would urge you to continue to allow States
considerable flexibility in operating programs, not to prejudge the
results, and to keep a careful eye on the findings as they become
available.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Dr. Gueron follows:]
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Good afternoon. I am Judith Gueron, Executive Vice President of the

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation. You have already heard a

.number of speakers talk about the dimensions of the problem of welfare

dependency. I am here to talk about how the AFDC system can be used to

help women break out of the cycle of dependency by providing them with help

in getting jobs and the opportunity to acquire work experience while still

receiving welfare benefits.

I would like to begin by commending Mr. Weiss and the Subcommittee for

holding these hearings. Given the number of policy, administrative and

funding changes which have been introduced in the federal and state AFDC

and WIN aystems in recent years, it seems particularly important to step

back and reflect not only on what we know about the problem, but also what

we know about posaible aolutinna, what la already being done, and what more

needs to be done. This sort of review seems particularly critical now, as

Congress takes a hard look at funding for social programa as part of the

attempt to reduce the budget deficit, and is asked to consider a substitute

for the current WIN program.

My perapective is that of a social policy researcher. Thu business of

MDRC is to find out what works in helping disadvantaged groups become

self-sufficient. For over 10 years, MDRC has conducted rigorous research

on employment programs for disadvantaged youths, adolescent parents, AFDC

applicants and recipients, drug addicts, ex-offenders, young high school

drop outs, and the mentally-retarded. Some of these programs were run

under federal auspices; others were initiated by state governments.

Funding for the evaluations was provided by private foundations as well as

federal and state government agencies.
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Today, I will limit my remarka to the leseons learned from MDRC's

research on programs that provided employment opportunities for single

female heads of houaeholda who were either applioantc for or recipients of

AFDC. These include the National Supported Work Demonstration, run between

1975 and 1980; the :IN Laboratory Experiment, conducted between 1978 and

1981; and our on-going Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives, in

which we are evaluating a variety of work-related programs for AFDC clients

in 11 states.

The particular program strategies that I will be discussing are job

search, unpaid work experience, Supported Work, and grant diversion.

Before discussing the programs and their results in detail, I would

first like to make a few general points:

o first, while we don't have all the answere, v6 do have some.
We know that employment programa for AFDC recipients can make
a difference. But we also need to have realimtic expectations
about what employment prorams can accomplish. The evidence
suggests that no one approach promises to be "the" solution
for welfare dependency, but it can be part of the solution,
and enough to justify the cost of the program.

o Second, a consistent lesson from MDBC's research is that
program administrators should reach out to provide services
for the more disadvantaged recipients, as well as for the more
readily employable, and that it makes sense to reserve the
most costly, intensive services for the most disadvantaged
persons. Ascessing program auooeaa is a complex job, but it
is important for administrators to understand that high
placement rates are not necessarily the best measure of
auooeaa. This is a point I will come back to in discussing
specific program findings.

o Third, states and localities are showing considerable
diversity and experimentation in structuring their WIN and
AFDC programs to help welfare olienta become more
self-sufficient. We feel that both federal and state policy
should oontinue to encourage such diversity. While staters do
demonstrate a growing interest in increasing the percentage of
the AFDC caseload whioh is active in some work-related
activity, we have also found significant differences in
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program goals and objectives, administrative capacity, welfare
characteristics and local economic oonditiona. This diversity
should mitigate against any approach that would require

uniformity of program treatment or outcome across the country.

o Finally, because all the answers are not yet clear, we feel it
is important to maintain an environment that encourages
experimentation and rigorous testing, and which promotes
incremental change rather than imposing sweeping change. Two
preconditions for that environment are steady funding levels,
and a stable administrative climate in which administrators
can both plan for the future and build on the experience of
the past. Nor should the emphasis on state initiatives --
welcome as it is in many reapeots be used to mask the
critical need for the federal government to continue to
provide adequate resources, technical assistance, and guidance
to the states.

Let me be more specific about what MDRC has learned regarding the

effectiveness of different employment-related strategies for female heads

of households.

Job Search

I will begin with job search, and draw upon two MDRC demonstrations.

In the first, MDRC conducted experimental tests on a variety of job search

programs run for WIN registrants in Louisville, Kentucky. Enrollment in

tae project was voluntary.

In the other, an ego-going demonstration on Work/Welfare Initiatives' in

11 states, MDRC is looking at how states have responded to the

administrative and programmatic flexibility offered by Congress in the

Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981. The innovative program

strategies which MDRC is investigating include community work experience

and grant diversion, as well as job search. (The characteristics of the

state programs are shown in detail in the attached table.) An important

aspect of many of these programs is that they are intended to be

implemented as a condition of welfare receipt. To date, preliminary data
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on the impacts of mandatory job search are available in two states: a San

Diego program which combined job search with work experience, and a program

run in two oounties in Arkansas.

In both the Work/Welfare and Louisville projeota, MDRC used an

experimental research design to test the impaot of the program on

employment and earnings and welfare savings: that is, clients were randomly

assigned L. either an experimental or a control group, and the outoomes for

Ur: experimental group were oompared with those for the control group.

ibis allowed us to determine with confidenoe what difference the program

treatment made.

The job search strategy is based on the assumption that maw welfare

recipients are ourrently employable, but they don't get jobs because they

don't know how to look for them. Job search takes the approach that

instead of training women for specific jobs, it is better to train them in

how to look for a job. Group job search, which we looked at in both

Louisville and the Work/Welfare states, is a relatively low-cost program

which teaches job seeking skills in a systematic manner over several weeks.

Clients are instructed in the use of resumes, interview techniques, how to

identify and contact prospective employers. Under supervision, they engage

in telephone solicitations of job openings. Since the activities are run

in a group setting, peer support and oonfidenoe building play an important

role in the program.

Our research indicates that, in general, AFDC applicants and

recipients responded positively to group job search, when it was mandatory

as well as when it was optional. In San Diego, where participation was

mandatory, 80 percent of the applicants who were interviewed thought the
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requirement was fair. Most of the participants liked the workshops, and

valued them as an opportunity to learn interview akills and build

self - confidence.

In terms of program effectiveness, we found that:

1) Job search does have an impact in raising the employment levels of

single heads of households who are either applicants or recipients of AFDC.

The impaots are relatively modest -- in the five to 15 percentage point

range, depending upon the target population.

2) These impacts appear to hold up over time: in Louisville, the

follow-up period was two years; in San Diego and Arkansas, clients have

been tracked for about a year.

3) The increases in earnings and employment occurred because more

women were working, not because they obtained more permanent or

better-paying Joba.

4) Even for this relatively modeat intervention, impacts were much

larger for the women in the harder-to-employ subgroups. For example, the

Louisville group job search tripled the employment rates for women who had

not worked in the previous two years. Early results from San Diego and

Arkansas show that most of the employment impact was concentrated among

those who had no earnings in the year prior to welfare application.

5) The impact on welfare receipt is less consistent. While some

studies show modest reductions in the average welfare grant (between $100

to $200 over the course of a year) with no decrease in dependency, others

(the preliminary results from Arkansas) suggest there is a reduction in the

welfare rolls. More information on the complex relationship between

increases in earnings and employment for AFDC women, benefit levels, and
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reduction in welfare dependency will continue to emerge from MDRC's

forthcoming studies. The final reports on the states in the Work/Welfare

Demonstration will also provide important information to assess the

budgetary impact of such programs under a variety of conditions.

Unpaid Work Experience

MDRC's Demonstration of State Work/Welfare Initiatives is also

providing new data about the use of mandatary unpaid work experience for

AFDC recipients. Four of the states in the Demonstration are using the

Community Work Experience Program (CWEP) formula -- commonly called

workfare -- where work hours are determined by dividing the AFDC grant by

the minimum wage. Two others are operating WIN work experience, where the

number of hours worked is unrelated to the grant level. Inmost oases,

states are running part-time work experience and limiting the work

obligation to 13 weeks.

Although it is too early to speak reliably about the Want and cost

effectiveness of these approaches, we can answer some important Questions

about the operational aspects of requiring a large segment of the caseload

to participate in work programs. This is a particularly important issue

since the pre-1981 experience suggested that it couldn't be dons. Because

of administrative problems, staff resistance, and implementation

bottlenecks, no large-scale work program for AFDC recipients before 1981

was able to establish a amoothly functioning system to expeditiously

identify employablea, generate enough jobs to put them all to work, and

ensure that they were not paid benefits if they did not participate in

mandated work activities.

The experience of the states in MDRC'a York/Welfare Demonstration in
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mandating participating is mixed. Some program, notably Heat Virginia,

MEP project for the AFDC-A caseload, and the era combining MEP with job

search in San Mega, do appear to have successfully implemented a mandatory

participation requirement for a large segment of the caseload. In other

states, however, the level of participation has been such lower. In no

case has a state tried to impose a participation requirement on the entire

caseload.

There are a number of factora influencing the variations in

participation rates across the states. Chief among them are differences

in: staff experience and administrative capacity, the goals and intentions

cf administrators and program operators, the nature of the welfare

population, and finally, local economic conditions and the :structure of the

job market.

Thus, while NDRC'a findings do point to the feasibility, in some

circumstances, of running large male mandatory programs for a subset of

the AFDC caseload on a time-limited basis, questions remain about what

would happen if states tried to impose an open-ended work obligation on

their entire caseload. Among the unknowns are the level of staff and

funding resources that would be required, and the feasibility of slot

development.

The second set of questions that our demonstration addresses relates

co how mandatory program look in praotice. Here, our evidence indicates

that states are using the unpaid work experience as a short-term

transitional program, streaming its positive aspects, as an opportunity to

help clients get off of welfare, rather than as a punishment for being on

wel fare.
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We conducted interviews with a random sample of participants and

supervisors in five states, and the results show that:

o The jobs were generally entry-level positions in maintenance
or olerical fields, park service and health services, and
sometimes were slots which had been paid positions under the
Public Service Employment program which Congress eliminated in
1981. On the whole, they did not provide substantial skill
development, because most of the participants had the required
skills at the time they began the work assignment.

o While the work experience positions did not primarily develop
skills, they were not make-work, either. Supervisors judged
the work to be important, and valuable to the functioning of
their agencies.

o A very high proportion of the participants interviewed
responded positively to the work experience. They were
satisfied with their assignsenta, felt positive about cced'i:
to work, believed that they were making a useful contribution,
and felt that they were treated as part of their workforce.

o However, waxy participants felt that the employer got the
better end of the bargain, or that they were underpaid for
their work.

o Nevertheless, the majority felt that the work requirement was
fair.

These results are consistent with :be findings of other studies that

show that the poor want to work, and are eager to take advantage of

opportunities to work.

However, the evidence from the Work/Welfare Demonstration should not

be used to draw conclusions about how welfare recipients would react to a

work obligation tf programa were differently designed, operated at a larger

aoale, or of unlimited duration.

Grant Diversion

Still another approach being tested in some states in the Work/Welfare

Demonstration is grant diversion funded on-the-job training (also known as

Work Supplementation). In this transitional employment strategy, AFDC
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recipients are placed in paid work positions (OJT) in the publio or private

sector. The AFDC recipient receives the same wage as a regular employee;

the employer receives a subsidy to cover part of the wage durir.g the

training period, and is expected to hire the worker in an unsubsidized job

at the end of that period. What distinguishes grant diveraion from other

OJT programs is the funding mechanism: the welfare grant that the worker

would have received i3 used to pay all or part of the employer subsidy.

Grant diversion has subatantial political and popular appeal as a

means of turning a welfare check into a paycheck. The teohnioal

diffioulties of administering a grant diversion program have been greatly

=soothed by changes in law and regulationa since the passage of OBRA in

1981. Nevertheless, early data from the demonstration indicate that states

are encountering serious probleas in implementing the program on a large

scale, and are experiencing many of the same operational constraints that

have traditionally limited the use of OJT by aanpower agencies.

Supported Work

Findings from a third demonstration that MDRC has conducted indicate a

promising approach for long-term AFDC recipients. Supported Work, which

was run as a national demonstration and enrolled 10,000 people at 21 sites,

offered 12 months of well-structured, paid work experience as a

transitional employment strategy for a variety of very disadvantage4

groups, including long-term female AFDC recipients (their cserage length of

stay on welfare was 8.6 years), ex-addiots, ex-offenders, and joung high

school drop outs.

Our research showed that the supported work approach was moat

effective for the AFDC recipienta, who showed significant increases in
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employment, earnings, wage's, and reduction's in welfare dependency. A two

year follow-up found no decline in those impacta over time. Earnings among

the enrollee, increased by 50 percent (compared to a control group). The

increase resulted not only from the fact that more women got joba, but also

that the jobs they got paid higher wages and were for longer hours than the

joba of the control group. Our research also :showed that the benefits

exceeded the coats of the program, by aubatantial amounts.

Operational Leasom

While interpreting the data on targeting and differential impacts is

difficult, there are two major operational le'sson's to be drawn from this

review of MDRC's findings on job :search, work experience, and :supported

work.

o First, it makes :sense to extend 'service's in order to reach the

most disadvantaged groups of the AFDC population, as well as
those whom /staff would identify as "employable" when they come

in to register.

o Second, it also makes :sense to target the moat expensive
programs - - /such as Supported Work -- to the moat
disadvantaged segment of the AFDC caseload, which its also the
group on whom the bulk of AFDC benefit dollars its being /spent.

The issue of how beat to target /scarce re'source's its a complicated

notion that I would like to talk about in some detail because it its such an

important one, and the research findings tend to push in a different

direction than traditional performance indicatora.

A consistent finding in our AFDC demonstrations is that the impacts of

a program are greater for the enrollees who would be considered the moat -

disadvantaged or "1,aat employable" in terms of previous work experience

and length of welfare receipt. For example, the greatest increases in

employment and earnings in the job :search projecta (compared to a control
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group) were found among women who had the least recent work experience

before enrollment. Similarly, Supported Work was moat effective in

increasing employment and earnings for very-long term welfare recipients

(over 8 years on the rolls, on the average).

This does not mean that these very hard-to-employ groups had the

highest placement rates and higheat levels of post - program employment. On

the oontruy, a close loom at the data shows that placement rates and

post - program employment were higher for the individuals who were more job

ready. Nevertheless, program impacts were largest for those who were leas

job ready.

While this may seem contradictory, it emerges directly from an

understanding of the dynamics of the welfare population. The work done by

Mary Jo Bane and David Ellwood indloatea that for many peraons, welfare

receipt is only a temporary source of aid, and about half the recipients

leave the rolls before the end of two years. If a program achieves high

placement rates by working with clients who would have found jobs on their

own or cycled off welfare anyway, then the program has not acoompliahed

much, and the money may not have been well - spent. In oontraat, a program

working with those who would do very poorly on their own may look leas

succeaaiul (measured in placements), but in fact have made a major change

in behavior. The surprise is that this relationship is not only true for

Supported Work, but also for a low coat program ouch as job aearch.

Let me give you another example, drawn from the Loulaville job search

project.

When we began that experiment, WIN staff wanted to limit participation

to those clients whom the staff considered job ready. *a an experiment,
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they agreed to assign everybody to job aearoh, but to continue to rate the

client& job readiness, based on the women's background and experience, and

the apparent level of motivation.

We found that these ratings were not good predictors of the client's

success in completing the job aearoh workshop or finding a job. Instead,

unpredictable *situational factors" such as health, transportation, housing

and family reaponsibilitiea were critical doterminents of their aucoeaa or

failure.

This suggests that we should worry leas about ocreening.clienta out of

programs, and think more about using employment programs as a way of giving

more people a chance. On the other hand, it dote not seem to make sense to

target expensive program aervices on clients who are likely to oycle off

welfare on their own. Instead, these programs should be reserved for

clients who have demonstrated long term dependency and/or have very little

work experience.

A sensible scenario would be to use job search, a relatively low coat

program, as a screen to help move acme clients into jobs and to identify

those that will require additional assistance. Conversely, programs like

Supported Work, which can provide more intensive training and work

experience, should be reserved for long-term welfare recipients.

Furthermore, administrators should not be deterred from using Supported

Work, despite its relatively high coat, because it has been ahown to be

coat effective.

The difficulty in applying these lessons in practice is that the

traditional measures of success -- program placements -- create incentives

and rewards that push people towards serving the more *advantaged* segments
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of the welfare population. It is'important to bear in mind that serving

the more disadvantaged welfare recipients will not result in higher

Placement rates, but is likely to result in higher iapaots, which we feel

should bo the real measures of a sucoesaful program. If sad welfare

recipients succeed on their own in getting jobs, we should be careful about

claiming that it is employment programs per se that make the differenoe.

The challenge for policy makers and program administrators is to push for

high quality programa, and yet not be defleoted from the ultimate goal of

reducing welfare dependency by the allure of immediate high plaoeaenta.

Recommendations

HDRC's work with the states over the past few years suggests that

there it a eunsiderable amount of change going on in our welfare system,

and that many states are entering a period of experimentation and

innovation. This has been spurred in part by the relaxation of federal

regulations in OBRA and the opportunity for state welfare agencies to take

over the administration of the WIN program under WIN Demonstration

authority. It is also a result of rethinking some of the baeio assumptions

about the nature and needs of welfare population, and the extent to which

welfare reoeipt should be linked to a work obligation.

As I have noted, there is a considerable degree of diiersity in bath

programmatic approaohea and administrative capacity aroma the states. One

pattern that appears to be emerging, however is a growing interest in

inoreasing the peroentage of welfare recipients' who are actively

participating in some work-related activity. Some states are atteapting to

do this by taking a mandatory approach; others have tried to involve more
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olients by offering a greater array of servioea. This diversity offers an

important opportunity to learn. I would urge that we use it and continue

to build careful evaluations around the major alternative strategies.

While it is important that "modernisation° take plaoe, and that an

administrative system be flexible enough to respond to changing oonditions,

we feel it is also important to maintain some degree of stability in the

WIN system if the results of the ourrent initiatives are to be fully

realized. We found that in some oases it has been diffioult for states to

adjuat to the major funding reduotions, staff outs, and adminstrative

reorganization that have aocompanied the recent polioy changes. States are

still in the process of consolidating, and a major polioy or administrative

change at this time would sees counterproduotive to the intensified efforts

to build programs that contribute to the eooncmio self-suffioiency of the

welfare population.

In conclusion, preliminary results from MDRC's multi-state

damonstration suggest that a number of the new approaches are

cost-effective. But to get these results, you have to spend money.

Operating effective programs requires resouroes and qualified, trained

staff. A major reduotion in funding at point would seem disruptive of

the capacity which has been built up in recent years. Atteapts to out the

federal defioit should not be short-sighted and merely shift the anancial

burden of fighting welfare dependency on to the states. It is important

that states be provided with adequate resouroen -- resources that would

enable them to do staff training, pool information about operational

lessons, and keep informed about what works and what doesn't.

Four years ago, Congress gave states the chance to experiment and
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redesign the relAtionship between welfare and work by passing the 1981

Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act. Fruitful lessons from those early

experiments are beginning to emerge, but we do not yet have all the

anavers. For that reason, I would urge you to oontinue to allow states

oonaiderable flexibility in operating programs, not to pre-judge the

results, and to keep a careful eye on the findings as they become

available.
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Mr. WEISS. Thank you very much, Dr. Gueron.
Because of the number of members of the subcommittee who

havewho are now participating and because we promised our ad-
ministration witnesses that we will attempt to get them on as early
as possible because of other time constraints they have, I am going
to have the 5-minute rule apply at this point. I thoulimited testi-
mony was sufficiently comprehensive so I have very ques-
tions. I think that I will ask, Dr. Gueron, if you would just briefly
expand on your description of your organization, whom you do
work for, how long have you been doing it, and so on.

Dr. GUERON. MDRC is a nonprofit corporation located in New
York City. It was founded 10 years ago, basically to test out wheth-
er social programs make a difference do they work or not? It
started with the National Supported Work Demonstration and a
large project for youth called the Youth Incentive Entitlement
Pilot Projects.

Our work is focused on employment programs and on eYamining
the success of programs for welfare recipients. We have always
thought that to get an answer to that question is very hard, and
that you should do it right or not waste your time.

From the experiments that MDRC was involved in
have used ran om ent to evaluate the effects of different
approaches, and I have produced some credible results on
whether programs work and for whom.

Mr. Wass. And, who are your clients?
Dr. GUERON. Originally, the first project was funded by a group

of Fede ' agencies, and the Ford Foundation. Most of the work we
do now is tinder contract with State governments. Some for the
Federal Government, but primarily foundation and State govern-
ment support.

Mr. WEISS. And, have you done work for the Federal Govern-
ment in the course of the last 4 years?

Dr. Guintopr. Yes. We are currently beginning some work for
HHS and OFA, looking at targeting and impacts of different em-
ployment programs, using data gathered in the Work/Welfare
Demonstration.

We have just finished a demonstration directed at adolescent
parents, that had some Federal funding, and we have also just com-
pleted a demonstration for the Department of Labor, testing out
the effectiveness of Supported Work for mentally retarded youth.

Mr. Wets. Thank you very much.
Mr. Walker.
Mr. WALKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman I will be brief, too.
The concerns that you raise about the 75-percent participation

level have been raised by some other witnesses. They bave some
validity to them, and I have always been a little suspicious of
quota-based systems, and this one, I think, has some problems with
it, too.

I will say one thing, though, and that is that the problem for
people in the position of trying to make some sense out of these
programs at the Federal level and trying to figure out ways of
achieving cost effectiveness, is that if, in fact, you have a 28-per-
cent participation level, as you indicated we have across the Nation
in the States, the argument around here that will be used to try to
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increase funding at 329 percent per decade, as we did during the
1970's, will be that, well, you have 72 percent of the people that are
not being served, and, so, therefore, obviously, we need facts, we
need more resources, we need at least three times more resources
in order to achieve the ends that we desire.

Maybe one reason why the administration is trying to encourage
cost containment in moving toward that kind of a program, and I
think I have some reason to question it, is that those arguments
have been very effective in the past. I am not so certain, given your
testimony, whether or not they are arguments that should have
been used.

Mr. PERALES. Well, my only comment has to be that I think Dr.
Ellwood, I think, referenced your percentage numbers and the fact
that it is really not a fair number to use when we are talking
about the AFDC Program, and particularly when we are talking
about WIN, which is what I was concentrating on.

I think that WIN funding has been static for some time, and I
think the point I am t to make is that I think we are finally

to learn some . I think the other witnesses have
"cated that we are getting better at working with welfare recipi-

ents and getting them into jobs, and to take away funding and tell
us to serve many more people is just counter productive.

I can tell you that I cannot do a better job if you take away the
money that I have to administer a program, and ask me to serve
that many more people over the next couple of years. I mean that
is the reality.

I would be deceiving you if I told you that I could do a good job
with less money, and serve more people.

Mr. WALKER. Well, of course, my own opinion is that maybe you
are helping me to gel that opinion even more. That is, we ought to
take a lot of the social service money and combine it, we ought not
to be targeting or allowing people to come in and simply say WIN
is the one program for the folks on AFDCthat ultimately what
we need is for the States to be given social services block grant
money that allows them to respond, to a whole variety of needs and
do so in a discretionary way rather than having these narrow cate-
gories. We would be far better off with that kind of approach, but I
am afraid that this Congress is somewhat wedded to categorical
kinds of programs

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. WEiss. Do you want to answer?
Mr. PERALES I think the obvious comment is that as long as the

money is the same, give it to us in a block grant. I have got abso-
lutely no problems with that, but do not give us a block grant and
cut it by 25 percent as has become the custom.

Mr. WALKER. Well, I think we could stabilize funding if, in fact,
we were able to get Congress to recognize the usefulness of block
grants, but we have an awful lot of pride in authorship around
here and tend to categorize everything.

Mr. Wiriss. We also have an administration, as you and I know,
that attempts to take away the major block grant funding in the
form of general revenue sharing.

Mr. WALKER. That is a discretionary program that we ought to
keep.
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Mr. Wins. Right. Mr. Rowland.
Mr. RowLAND. Commissioner, in your New York experience and

in your national experience, have you found a reluctance by poten-
tial employers to participate in the work program?

Mr. PERALES. Employees?
Mr. ROWLAND. Employers. Have you found a reluctance of em-

ployers to participate in the work program?
Mr. PERAurs. Yes.
Mr. ROWLAND. And, more specifically, have you found a situation

where there are not enough jobs?
Mr. PERALICS. You cannot havewell, the unemployment rate

that we have in this country and have had for some time and not
take into consideration when you look at the effectiveness of pro-
grams to get public assistance recipients who are the least able to
compete in the job market, and se:, that they are not doing well
and, therefore, the programs dc not work.

But., I think that you make a good point. One of the recommen-
dations that I made is one that says the Federal Government ought
to do more in terms of trying to get a pubic /private partnership in
getting people employed.

I would like to see, for example, the Present use his position
and his popularity within the private sector to call upon them to
try to participate in some of the programs that are being developed
in many of the States, for example, grant diversion by the job tax
credit and a variety of other programs.

The President has called on the public to deal with voluntarism.
One of the areas in which we could be very, very successful is if the
private businessman saw himself as being responsible for trying to
get people who are necessarily not the most attractive employees,
give them an opportunity, and to take advantage of some of the
subsidies that are available. I think that would make a very, very
big difference.

Mr. ROWLAND. You said it is a nationwide problem, not just New
York, from your experience?

Mr. Piamzs Well, I suspect it is a nationwide probleni. I can tell
you definitively that it is a problem in New York.

Mr. ROWLAND. With the movement towards taking away tax in-
centives, and so forth, do you believe that a good public relations
job would be the best way to proceed at this point?

Mr. PERLES. I do not know if that is the best way. I think that is
one way. Ithe best way would probably be some sort of subsidy to
the employer. Offer him an incentive, but I do think that there is
an opportunity to use public relations.

Mr. ROWLAND. Now, the first part of your testimony, you indiatt,
ed some very good figures in New York with new jobs, and so forth.

In New York, have there been any special child care credits, pro-
grams, incentives for the same businesses to get involved?

Mr. PER ALES No; what Governor Cuomo has done in the last
couple of sessions is to increase funding for day care out of State
dollars. The Federal support for day care, which is title XX tradi-
tionally, has really contracted. Inflation has really curtailed our
ability to fund much day care out of title XX, so that what we are
now doing in New York is beginning to use State funds for day
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care and targeting that day care to people who get into private un-
subsidized jobs coming off welfare.

Mr. ROWLAND. Are there any unique day care program incen-
tives floating out there that you know about? That you can com-
ment on?

Mr. PERALES Well, I could comment. I am certainly not anexpert on it. I think that the role that we have played m my de-
partment is to try to get the money available to pay for it. I think
there are lots of people who are going to provide good day care pro-
gram, if there is money there to have a poor woman enroll her
child, and the salary levels of most of these women 'who come off
AFDC and get jobs those salary levels are not enough to pay for
good adequate day care, so that what we have found the most effec-
tive thing to do was to subsidize that daycare.

Mr. WEISS. The panel following the HHS testimony, in fact, will
deal with the child care question.

Mr. ROWLAND. Good. Thank you.
Mr. WEIRS. Mrs. Boxer.
Mrs. BOXER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I have one quick question to each of you. I thank you for your

testimony.
Mr. Perales, you are awareI get from your testimony that you

are a fan of the WIN Program. You think it is a good program, and
you are arguing for some stability in that program. I know that
you are aware that the President has knocked it out of the budget
and the Senate knocked it out, and the House restored it. Of
course, we are in conference today where, if we are lucky, we can
work out the details.

I wonder if you could tell us, in a very straightforward personal
way, why you think the WIN Programwhat is it about the pro-
gram? What happens to a person in the program, and what makes
it a good program?

Mr. PERALES. Well, what is good about WIN, obviously, is that
you have raoney coming to a State to allow a State to provide serv-
ices to women on welfare.

The bottom line is that if that money is withdrawn I am not so
confident that States are going to be able to replace it.

Mrs. Boma. My question is, the money conies. What happens to
this woman? Give me an example.

Mr. PERALES. Well, women who are enrolled
Mrs. BOXER. A success story.
Mr. PERALES. A success story. Well, I can tell you what we try to

do in New York, is to assess women in the WIN Program. If we
determine that, for example, what is needed is day care before we
can enroll that person, for example, in classroom instruction, we
perform individual assessments of people and it takes time and
money to do that.

What I think is the most effective way of dealing with somebody
on welfare, you have got to find out what their needs are, you
cannot offer a woman who is a high school dropout, who has been
out of a job market for 10 years, the same services that you are
going to offer somebody vho has had a history of work experience
and has just been out of the work force for 18 months.

Mr. WEISS. Tomorrow, we are going to have some testimony.



125

Mrs. Boxxa. Good. Well, I intend to be here, but I think what is
important about hearing this from your perspective is that you told
something that I was not that aware of.

In other words, you are getting enough resources to enable you
to treat these people as human beings, different from one another.
It is not a formula that says each woman shall do thus and so. You
give them a chance to personally evaluate the individual, see what
the needs are, try to move in an individual way to solve the prob-
lem.

Mr. PERALES Yes.
Mrs. %wt. OK. I have a second question which is a little con-

troversial, and it has to do v :th the root cause of all this problem.
You know, we are dealing lic.re with fallout of some very serious
social problems, and as I look at it, as a person who, I hope, has
some common sense and life experience, what I see is that there
are pregnancies in teenage years which are leading to these situa-
tions.

Doctor, when you look at this problem, do you ever focus or has
your work ever led you to the real root causes of these problems,
because as I read your numbers, you are telling me that half of the
people on AFDC are teenage mothers.

Mr. PERALES Went on AFDC as a result of having a child in
their teenage years.

Mrs. %wt. Right. So, obviously, when you get to the root cause
of that, we may be more successful than just dealing with the prob-
lem.

I wonder if you could comment on that.
Dr. GUERON. Unfortunately, I do not think that anybody has

come up with a solution for adolescent pregnancy or the route from
adolescent pregnancy to welfare dependency.

The causes of welfare dependency are very complex. There is a
substantial amount of work that has been done looking at adoles-
cent pregnancy, some evaluations, and I would say they lead to
more questions than answers.

However, clearly from the testimony you have heard this morn-
ing from David Ellwood, from everybody else, you cannot walk
away from that problem because it is the cause of a great deal of
welfare dependency, and it is the group for which you spend a lot
of money.

Possibly one of the problems is that people have attempted to im-
plement programs directed at adolescent parents that do not offer
enough. Very often, we look at programs and we complain that
they cost too much. I think they probably do not cost enough. This
is a population that you have to work with intensively. You need
remedial edui;ation. You need skills training and work experience,
and while a young woman is involved in that, she probably also
has to deal with day care and support services.

People have to be willing to make an expensive.coinmitment up
front in order to have a payoff down the line. I would suggest that
that is an expensive approach, however, and an important effort
that we could be involved in is testing a number of different
models directed at such people, carefully and rigoroutly, to see
whether any of them do work. I think that a lot of the testimony
you have heard suggests that that ought to be done.

53-771 0 -85 -5
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Mrs. BOXER. There are other countries that have had more suc-
cess, have lower rates of teenage pregnancies. There are other
countries in Europe, and I wonder whether you have ever taken a
look at those models.

Dr. GUERON. The Guttmacher Institute released a study recently
comparing adolescent pregnancy rates in different countries, and I
think you are probably going to hear something about that later on
also. One of the things it pointed to is that more information on
contraceptives and opportunities to obtain contraceptives reduced
rates of pregnancy. This is something that this country has a hard
time grappling with.

Mrs. Born. I think that is a very simple statement. Thank you.
Mr. Winss. Thank you very mud Dr. Gueron, and Mr. Perales,

for your statements.
Our next witness will be Jo Anne Roes, Associate Commissioner

for Family Assistance in the Department of Health and Human
Services. Associate Commissioner Ross, if you will join us at the
witness table, we are ready for your +^stimony.

If you have any staff people whops you would like to have join
you at the table, that is fine, or if, in the course of the questions,
you want to refer to them in their seats, that is acceptable also.
Whichever way you desire to proceed.

Ms. Ross. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate that. As the
committee has requested, I will summarize my written testimony.

Mr. Weiss. Your entire statement will be entered into the record
without objection.

STATEMENT OF JO ANNE. B. ROSS, ASSOCIATE COMMISSIONER
FZ,'I'z FAMILY ASSISTANCE, SOCIAL SECURITY ADMINISTRA-
TION, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
Ms. Ross. Thank you.
I am pleased to appear before the subcommittee today and par-

ticularly to have this opportunity to share my perspective as the
administrator of the Aid to Families With Dependent Children Pro-
gram on a major goal of this administrationpromoting self-suffi-
ciency for welfare recipients.

As expressed in the statute, the purpose of AFDC is to enable
States to furnish financial assistance to needy dependent children
and their parents, and to help these parents attain or retain capa-
bilities for their maximum self-support and personal independence.

If you ask the average person what the purpose of AFDC is, most
every one would tell you the first partthat AFDC should help
parents with children meet basic financial needs. Few people would
go on to address the second part of the AFDC missionthe, obliga-
tion to foster self- support.

Somewhere along the way, I think we lost sight of a very impor-
tant distinctionthat it is OK to be on welfare if the need is there,
but it is not OM to stay there if you have other options. We let
AFDC become a program that permitted able-bodied adults to
choose welfare over work. This is not a choiceCon intended,
nor is it one that society supports. Until 1981, or welfare,
was viewed and operated almost solely as an income transfer pro-
gram.
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We did a very good job of proving we could respond to a family's
financial crisis with regard to timely and continual issuance of ben-
efits. But we were far less successful in fostering financial inde-
pendence and promoting work efforts. And that is what I want to
spend my time discussing today.

Welfare recipients, not surprisingly, if you think about it, are
like everybody else: they feel the need to work and contribute to
society as strongly as any of us. The administration's proposals
were designed to provide them with the opportunity to do so.

The issue of economic dependence versus independence is cer-
tainly nothing new to anyone here today. It has been debated, dis-
cussed, and written about for years. The advent of work programs
has provided us with an opportunity to take action and realize the
benefits of economic independence. That is what work programs
are all abouthelping people choose economic independence and
breaking the cycle of welfare dependency.

The work ethic that shaped our Nation and drives our lives is
alive in AFDC recipients. 'the fact is that they feel the need to
work and contribute as strongly as any American. The problem is
that they lack some of the essential tools. Usually, when you and I
speak of tools, we are talking about skills and equipment. But, in
this case, we are also talking about something far more basic,
about motivation and self-confidence.

A 26-year-old woman I talked with told me she had been on
AFDC since she was 17 years old. She had never worked because
she did not think she had anything to offer. Through CWEP, she
had been working in a clerical position in a State office. In 4
months, she had learned to type, to file, and to answer the tele-
phones.

She said: "I never thought I could even get up every day and
catch a bus, much less get up every day, catch a bus, and go to
work. Now, I know that if no one showed up in this office tomor-
row, I could run it all by myself for the day."

You see, we have no corner on the work ethic and we never
have. It is simply that finally the work ethic has become an operat-
ing principle in the welfare system. It is only in the last 8 years,
with community work experience, job search, grant diversion, and
WIN demonstrations that, for the first time, welfare agencies have
had an opportunity to get involved and begin fulfilling the intent
of the AFDC statute: To help adult recipients attain and retain ca-
pability for maximum self-support.

The charge today is to use that opportunity for positive change.
The administration's welfare work opportunity proposal provides
that opportunity. Under our proposal, for the first tame, all States
would be required to have a work program in which all able-bodied
AFDC applicants and recipients would be expected to actively par-
ticir.te. However, States would have the flexibility they need to
design programs which meet their local needs and constraints
while providing maximum help to recipients.

In addition to work activities, such as the community work expe-
rience program or CWEP, grant diversion, job search, and the Job
Training Partnership Act, or JTPA training, States could design al-
ternative work-directed activities or develop innovative projects
using demonstration authority.
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The work opportunities proposal replaces the Work Incentive
Program with a program which places primary responsibility with
the welfare agency. Federal funding for the first year would be set
at $145 million with funding for future years increased to accom-
modate higher levels of participation. The amount provided to indi-
vidual States would depend upon the number of employable AFDC
recipients in that State. States would be given a 3-year phase-in
period to achieve a participation rate of 75 percent. We would con-
tinue to exempt from participation requirements individuals such
as the aged, disabled, and those who take special responsibility for
providing care at home.

This proposal would result in a net Federal AFDC savings of $52
million in fiscal year 1986. These savings would be achieved with-
out any decrease in benefit levels; rather, savings would be realized
from the success of individuals becoming self-sufficient, a goal we
all share.

The experience of States, gathered from existing programs run
by welfare agencies, provides strong and consistent evidence for
this administration's belief that work programs work, that they are
fair, and that they help recipients.

Our experience to date shows work programs can be successful
with large numbers of recipients. For example, in the San Diego
work program that combines job search and CWEP, of the nearly 2.
5,000 welfare recipients expected to work, over 90 percent found
jobs, left the rolls, or completed the program within 9 months of
entering the program.

Adequate child care is available. Many States have found that
they greatly overestimated the need to provide this service. They
found that many recipients, like working mothers throughout the
country, were able to identify and secure child care services on
their own. Where recipients could not find services, States have
found innovative ways to meet the needs.

The public, sponsors, and participants support work programs.
Surveys of sponsors and participants have consistently shown th#
worksite managers and participants alike feel that the program.
provides welfare recipients the opportunity to make meaningful
contributions to the work force while fostering their self-esteem
and pride.

In addition, these programs have gained broad public support.
Polls in San Diego and North Carolina show that nearly 90 percent
of the public supported work activities for welfare recipients. E-.en
more striking, surveys have consistently indicated that program
participants overwhelmingly agreed that work requirements are
fair. Finally, evidence from North Carolina indicates that the insti-
tution of a CWEP Program resulted in improvements in public atti-
tudes about the welfare system and welfare recipients.

Administration of the work program belongs in the welfare
agency. Evidence from the first year evaluation of the WIN demon-
strations strongly suggests that the most successful States are
three where the welfare agency has the primary responsibility for
work programs. These agencies are in the best position to continu-
ously involve AFDC recipients in work activities from the point
they enter the system. In addition, welfare agencies ensure that
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the most disadvantaged individuals receive the attention they need
and deserve, and do not get lost in the shuffle.

Work programs promote self-sufficiency and reduce welfare de-
pendency. For example, in San Diego, 52 percent of the mothers
participating in job search and CWEP found jobs, an employment
rate 25 _percent higher than the rate for nonparticipants. In a
smaller Washington State project, employment rates for job search
and CWEP participants were twice as high as rates for nonpartici-
pants.

In South Carolina, where pilot CWEP demonstrations were con-
ducted in two counties, gains in employment for CWEP partici-
pants were dramatic. Overall employment rates for CWEP partici-
pants were almost three times those of nonparticipants-22 percent
versus 8 percent. Equally important results have come from North
Carolina: recipients in counties operating CWEI;','who left AFDC,
were more likely to remain independent than those in counties
that have not implemented the program.

Participation must be mandatory. For example, in one project in
the State of Washington, a mandatory Job Search Prograpi was
run in half the counties and a voluntary one in the other half.

In the mandatory counties, significantly more recipients achieved
self-sufficiency than in the voluntary counties, where participation
was virtually nonexistent. Mandatory programs serve more people
and reach individuals who have low expectations of success but
high potential, the very individuals who benefit most from thesep.

In
rograms

a conversation I had with one woman who participated in
CWEP and then was hired for a full-time job, I asked what she
liked about the program, what she did not like, what she would
change if she were in charge. Her response was: "I only have one
thing to say. This program absolutely has to be mandatory." As
you may have guessed, that was not exactly the response that I
had anticipated, so I asked her to elaborate. She continued by
saying: "You see, if it had not been mandatory, I never would have
participated. I have never really had a job other than doing pickup
waitress work now and then, and I have been ip a couple of job
training programs which led no place. So, I would have opted to
stay home every day if you had not made me work and just think
what I would have missed. I would have never gotten the experi-
ence to get this job."

AFDC is a program that deals with people and people's lives, and
by its very name, exists to help dependent children. Over the long
term, I know of nothing better we can do for these children than
help their parents become good role models, as productive and con-
tributing members of society.

We cannot quantify things, like self-esteem, pride in a job well
done, or the thrill of getting your first job, but we can certainly see
the very real benefits that flow from them.

As I said in my opening comments, the AFDC Program has two
stated purposes. Our first responsibility is to deal with a needy
family's immediate financial crisis. Our second responsibility is to
help individuals achieve economic self-sufficiency. Our success in
meeting this goal must be the cornerstone of any long-term solu-
tion to the problem of women in poverty. Our work programs offer
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hope for the future through increased job opporturities and an-
proved self-esteem.

When I asked one young woman what she liked best about
CWEP, she said she liked the fact that when she got up in the
morning and her son asked: "Mom, are you going to work today?"
she could now answer: "Yes."

That is what the admiaistration's work opportunities proposal is
all about.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be happy to answer any ques-
tions.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Ross follows:]
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I'm pleased to appear before the Sub-committee today and

particularly to have this opportunity to share my perspective,

as the Idministrator for tha Aid to Families with Dependent

Children Program, on a major goal of this Administration --

promoting self-sufficiency for welfare recipients.

As expressed in the statute, the purpose of AFDC is to enable

States to furnish financial assistance to needy dependent

children and their parents, and to help these parents attain or

retain capability for their maximum self-support and personal

independence. If you asked the average person what the purpose

of AFDC is, most everyone would tell you the first part -- that ,

AFDC should help parents with children meet basic financial

needs. Few people would go on to address the second part of

the AFDC mission -- the obligation to foster self-support.

Somewhere along the way, I think we lost the very important

distinction that it'a okay to be on welfare if need is there,

-but it's not okay to stay there if you have other options. We

let AFDC become a program that permitted able-bodied adults to

choose welfare over work. This is not a choice Congress

intended. Nor is it one that society supports. Until 1981,

AFDC, or welfare, was viewed and operated almost solely as an

income transfer program.

138
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We did a very good job of proving we could respond to a

family's financial crisis with regard to timely and continual

issuance of benefits. But we were far lesf successful in

fosterinf financial independence and promoting work efforts.

And that's what I want to spend my time discussing today.

Welfare recipients, not surprisingly if you think about it, are

like everyone else. They feel the need to work and contribute

to society as strongly as any of us. The Administration's

proposals were designed to provide them with the opportunity to

do so.

In 1981, this Administration put forth legislative proposals to

refocus the program and emphasize self-support. The Omnibus

Budget Reconciliation Act of 1981, or OBRA, contained a number

of provisions which centered on three major themes: Targeting

assistance to those most in need, improving program

administration, and stregthening work requirements.

As a result of the OBRA changes, States, for the first time,

were allowed to require able-bodied recipients who did not have

young children to participate in Community Work Experience

Programs, or CWEP. Under CWEP, welfare agencies assign AFDC

recipients to work in public or private non-profit agencies.
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The recipients provide public service and acquire work

experience in exchange for their benefits. The maximum number

of required hours of work is determined by dividing the welfare

payment by the minimum wage. By the way, required hours of

work is in important distinction, because we've found that many

CWEP participants voluntarily work longer hours. It's also

important to point out CWEP participants are serving in a

variety of jobs that cover the gamut of the workforce such as

secretaries, data processors, paramedics and policemen to name

a few. Since October 1, 1981, 22 States have implemented CWEP,

seven on a statewide basis. And currently, more than one-fifth

of the nation's counties have CWEP.

OBRA also created the WIN Demonstration Program, which allowed

State welfare agencies to take over administration of Work

Incentive programs. Twenty-three States have elected to

transfer WIN from the employment agency to the social service

agency, and many of these programs are using innovative

approaches to help recipients enter the workforce.

In 1982, the Tax Equity and Fiscal Responsibility Act, or

TEFRA, provided Statea with the options of requiring Job Search

of AFDC applicants and recipients. Under Job Search, States are

able to help individuals prepare for and find employment by

providing a range of services that can include interviewing

techniques, methods for identifying jobs and instruction in
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completing job applications. Twelve States currently operate

Job Search programs for recipients, and nine States require

applicants to participate.

Finally, last year, in the Deficit Reduction Act, or DEFRA,

Congress allowed States to operate Grant Diversion programs

which pool the welfare benefits of a number of recipients to

provide wage subsidies. Eleven States currently operate such

projects.

These le3islative changes are important, because of what they

mean to people -- and I'd like to share with you my perspective

on what these programs mean to the people you and I serve.

For over 2 years, I've been talking about exciting things going

on in welfare work programs. At first, I got the information

for my message from the usual sources: statistics, reports,

press stories and staff briefings. All of the things I was

reading, hearing and telling made it clear to me that there was

an untold story behind all of the facts and figures --a

fundamental change in how we view our job of serving the

recipients was occurring, and it was a change with far-reaching

consequences--and I decided I wanted to see it for myself.

I began to travel around the country visting work program sites

and talking with the people who are making it happen.

What I found reinforced in a dramatic and personal way the

extent of the changes in attitudes that's been taking place

over the past few years.
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I think we're witnessing a major shift in the debate about the

nature of social welfare policy and about what kind of help

really helps people. I also think the Administration's

emphasis on work programs is the genesis of the change in

attitude and e.cpectations about work and welfare.

For example, my visit to one local welfare office started with

a briefing from the work program staff. Their opening dialogue

went something like this: "Jo Anne, we want you to know that

when our State legislature was considering the Community Work

Experience legislation, we fought it tooth and nail. We were

absolutely convinced it could never work. We thought it was a

punitive program that only hurt the recipients. We wanted to

tell you this up front because we're here today to tell you

we've done a complete reversal because of the results of our

program."

They went on to say that people were not only gaining skills

and finding jobs, they were also finding a new or renewed sense

of pride and self-worth. And they were using their new-found

confidence and abilities to take responsibility for their own

lives and economic support by moving into unsubsidized jobs.

That issue of economic dependence versus independence is

certainly nothing new to anyone here today. It's been debated,

discussed and written about for years. The advent of work

programs has provided us with an opportunity to take action and

realize the benefits of economic independence. That's what

work programs are all about--helping people choose economic

independence and breaking the cycle of welfare dependency.
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The work ethic that shaped our nation and drives our lives is

alive in AFDC recipients. The fact is they feel the need to

work and contribute as strongly as any American. The- problem 1

is they.lack some of the essential tools. Usually, when you

and I speak of tools, we're talking about skills and equipment.

But in this case, we're also talking about something far more

basic--about motivation and self-confidence.

A twenty-six year old woman I talked with told me she had been

on AFDC since she was 17 years old. She'd never worked because

she didn't think she had anything to offer. Through CWEP,

she'd been working in a clerical position in a State office. In

four months, she had learned to type, to files and to answer

the telephones. She said, "I never thought I could even get up

every day and catch a bus, much less get up every day, catch a

bus and go to work. Now I know that if no one showed up in

this office tomorrow, I could run it all by myself for the

day."

You see, we have no corner on the work ethic, and we never

have. It's simply that, finally, the work ethic has become an

operating principle in the welfare system. It is only in the

last three years, with Community Work Experience, Job Search,

Grant Diversion and WIN Demonstrations, that for the first

time, welfare agencies have an opportunity to get
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involved and begin doing what the purpose section of the AFDC

law has said since it was enacted: To help adult recipients

attain And retain capability for maximum self-support.

The charge today is to use that opportunity for positive

change. The Administration's Welfare Work Opportunities

proposal provides that opportunity. Our proposal which was

recently introduced by Senator Roth and is being introduced by

Representative Campbell today, embodies a workable, fair and

responsive approach for assisting AFDC applicants and

recipients in their efforts to become self-sufficient. It

would replace the current WIN program which has failed in

involving large numbers of recipients in work activities and

has not dealt effectively with recipients without recent work

experience or job skills.

Under our proposal, for the first time, all States would be

required to hav- work programs in which all able-bodied AFDC

applicants and recipients would be expected to actively

.participate. However, States would have the flexibility they

need to design programs which meet their local needs and

constraints while providing the maximum help to recipients. In

addition to work activities such as the Community Work

Experience Program or CWEP, grant diversion, job search and Job

Training Partnership Act or JTPA training, States could design

alternative work-dl-ected activities or develop innovative

projects using demonstration authority.
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The Work Opportunities proposal replaces the Work Incentive

Program with a program which places primary responsibility with

the welfare agency. Federal funding for the first year would I

be set it $145 million, with funding for future years increased

to accommodate higher levels of participation. The amount

provided to individual States would depend upon the number of

employable AFDC recipients in that State. States would be

given a three -year phase-in period to achieve a participation

rate of 75 percent. We would continue to mempt from this

requirement individuals such as the aged, disabled, and those

who face special responsibilities for providing care at home.

This proposal would result in a net Federal AFDC savings of $52

million in FY 1986. These savings-would be achieved without

any decrease in benefit levels. Rather savings would be

realized from the success of individuals becoming

self-sufficient--a goal we all share.

The Work Opportunities proposed builds upon successful State

work programs made possible by the changes in OBRA, TEFRA and

DEFRA. In addition to those work programs which I've already

described, State welfare agencies have undertaken thirty eight

special demonstration projects to test and research innovative

work program approaches. These include 11 model CWEP programs,

10 grant diversion demonstrations and 6 programs designed to

increase the employability of women with children under age
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six. The experience from the States provides strong and

consistent evidence for this Administration's belief that work

programs.work; they are fair; and they help recipients.

Our experience to date shows:

"Work programs can be successful with large numbers of

recipients. For example, in a San Diego work:program that

combines job search and CWEP, of the nearly 5,000 welfare

recipients expected to work, over 90 percent found jobs, left

the rolls or completed the program within 9 months of entering

the program.

"Adequate child care is available. Many States have found that

they greatly overestimated the need for them to provide this

service. They found that many recipients, like working

mothers throughout the country, were able to identify and

secure child care services on their own. Where recipients

could not find these services, States have found innovative

ways to meet the need. For example, in Idaho, CWEP workers'

hours are arranged so that one day a mother watches another's

children while the next day they trade places. to

South Carolina, for each nine CWEP participants placed at a

day care agency, 25 day care slots become available for

children of CWEP workers.

The public, sponsors and participants support work programs.

Surveys of sponsors and participanti have consistently shown

that work site managers and participants alike feel that the
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programs provide welfare recipients the opportunity to make

meaningful contributions to the workforce while fostering

their self-esteem and pride.

In addition, these programs have gained broad public support.

Polls in San Diego and North Carolina,showed that nearly 90

percent of the public supported work activity for welfare

recipients. Even more striking, surveys have consistently

indicated that program participants overwhelmingly agree that

work requirements are fair. Finally, evidence from

North Carolina indicates that the institution of s CWEP

program resulted in improvements in public attitudes about the

welfare system and welfare recipients.

"Administration of the work program belongs in the welfare

agency. Evidence from the first year evaluation of the WIN

bezonstration strongly suggests that the most successful

States are those where the welfare agency has the primary

responsibility for work programs. These agencies are in the

best position to continuously involve AFDC recipients in work

activities from the point they enter the system. In addition,

welfare agencies ensure that the most disadvantaged

individuals receive the attention they need and deserve, and

don't get lost in the shuffle.

"Work programs promote self-sufficiency and reduce welfare

dependency. For example, in San Diego, 52 percent of the

mothers participating in job search and CWEP found jobs--an

employment rate 25 percent higher than the rate for
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non-participants. In a smaller Washington State project,

employment rat's for job search and CWEP participants were

twice as high as rates for non-participants.

In South Carolina, where pil,ot CWEP demonstrations were

conduct-LI in two counties, gains in employment for CWEP

participants were dramatic. Overall employment rates for CWEP

participants were almost three times those of non-participants,

22 percent versus 8 percent. Equally important results have

come from North Carolina: recipients in counties operating

CWEP who left AFDC were more likely to remain independent than

those in counties that had not implemented the program.

'Participation must be mandatory. For example, in one project

in the State of Washington a mandatory job search program was

run in half the counties, and a voluntary one in the other

half.

In the mandatory counties, significantly more recipients

achieved self-sufficiency than in the voluntary counties where

participation was virtually non-existent. Mandatory programs

serve more people, and reach individuals who have low

expectations of success but high potential -- the very

individuals who benefit most from these programs.

In a conversation I had with one women, who participated in

CWEP, and then was hired for a full-time job, I asked what she

liked about the program, what she didn't like, what she would

change if she were in charge. Her response was, "I only have

one thing to say. This program absolutely has to be
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mandatory." As you may have guessed, that wasn't exactly the

response I'd anticipated, so I asked her to elaborate. She

continurd by saying, "You see, if it hadn't been mandatory, I

never would have participated. I've never rally had a job

other than doing pick up waitress work now and then, and I'd

been in a couple of job taining programs which led no place.

So I would've opted to stay home every day if you hadn't made

me work. And just think what I would've missed. I'd never

have gotten the experience to get this job."

AFDC is a program that deals with people and people's lives,

and by its very name, exists to help dependent children. Over

the long-term, I know of nothing better we can do for these

children than help their parents become good role models, as

productive and contributing members of society.

We can't quantify things like self-esteem, pride in a job well

done or the thrill of getting your first job. But we can

certainly see the very real benefits that flow from them.

As I said in my opening comments, the AFDC program has two

stated purposes. Our first responsibility is to deal with a

needy family's immediate financial crisis. Our second

responsibility is to help individuals achieve economic

self-sufficiency. Our success in meeting this goal must be the

cornerstone of any long-term solution to the problem of women

in poverty. Our work programs offer hope for the future

through increased job opportunities and improved self-esteem.

When I asked one young woman what she liked best about CW2P she

said she liked the fact that when she got up in the morning and

her sonfasked, "Mom, are you going to work today?" she could

now answer "Yes."

That's what the Administration's Work Opportunities proposal is

all about.
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Mr. Weiss. Thank you very much, Ms. Ross.
Again, we are going to use the 5-minute rule, and I am going to

defer most of my questioning until the other members have had a
chance to ask questions. But let me ask, as I have some of the
others, could you fill in for us some of your background?

Ms. Ross. Oh, certainly. I would be happy, to.
I have served as the Associate Commissioner for Family Assist-

ance since April 1983. Prior to that, I served as the Deputy Associ-
ate Commissioner for Family Assistance, beginning October 1,
1981. Prior to that position, I worked for 4% years for Senator
Roth, as his legislative assistant on domestic policy issues for the
Finance Committee. Prior to serving in that position, I ran a title
VII, it was then title VII, I believe it is now title III-C, nutrition
program under the Older Americans Act, which fed 1,000 senior
citizens a day. Before that, I served as a legislative liaison to the
State Legislature for the Mental Health Association of Delaware.

Mr. W.Iss. I do not know if you heard much of the testimony.
that war. resented earlier today, but I think that if you have, or if
you have staff people that have, you will note that just about ev-
eryone agrees on the effort that has to be made to provide an op-
portunity for people, especially those who seem to be trapped on
welfare, to get into a position of self-dependency. The question and
the issue really is, how do you best achieve that, not whether, in
fact, that is a desirable goal.

T are are several questions that have been raised which I wculd
like you to address. How are you going to be able to focus on the
small minority of people who stay on the longest and who cost the
program the most, if what you are doing is reducing the amount of
money that is available to the States for dealing with the problem
while at the same time mandating that they deal with, by the third
year, a 75 percent of caseload ratio? How is that achieved?

Ms. Ross. Well, Mr. Chairman, I believe that the experience that
we have to date indicates that States are having great success in
some of the projects with targeting, particularly, the long-term wel-
fare recipients who have had little or no work experience.

As I indicated in my written testimony, I have visited 10 differ-
ent work programs and interviewed approximately 35 to 40 of the
participants in those programs, and many of them were just the
type of individual you described. Individuals who had no recent
work history and actually had been on the welfare rolls for a sub-
stantial period of time, about 4 to 6 six years. They were the people
who were benefiting the most from the experience, as I learned
through my discussions.

I believe that the results that we have seen in some of the dem-
onstrations show that when you combined job search with CWEP,
for example, in Washington State, CWEP actually had a greater
impact on long-term welfare recipients. I believe that it is possible,
through the variety of provisions that we offer in our proposal, for
States to target any part of the caseload that they want to.

If I might, just for a moment, review exactly what our proposal
represents, it allows States a tremendous amount of flexibility in
terms of what they want to do. They can have a grant diversion
program for the people who have had some work program experi-
ence--
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Mr. WEISS. What about prohibiting States from providing job !
education Pnd training?

Ms. Ross. Well, we are not prohibiting them from providing edu-
cation and training; we allow any education and training provided
under JTPA to count as participation, and, as you know, JTPA is
funded at $1.8 billion for the economically disadvantaged,which

Mr. Wziss. You are not suggesting that JTPA, in addition to the
caseload that it is serving will pick up all the people who are on
WIN as well? Is that your testimony?

Ms. Ross. I would not suggest that it could pick up all the people;
I certainly think

Mr. Wiuss. What percent?
Ms. Ross. I would certainly think we could pick up more than we

do currently. The statute mandates, as I am sure the committee is
aware, that AFDC recipients receive a proportionate share of the
available JTPA funding for the percentage that they represent in
the population.

Mr. Weiss. Again, is not the issue that all AFDC recipients are
not the same, that, in fact, if you want to target, you have to spend
more by way of training on those who are the hardest to place in
the market?

Ms. Ross. Well, if you want to target and I think, clearly, you
would want to target different activities to different parts of the
caseload, I think you are absolutely right.

We have certainly found that everybody is not ready for grant
diversion, but that CWEP is particularly appropriate for people
who have no work experience. Job search works very well for
people who have no experience, and also for people who have had
some recent experience in the work force.

Getting back to the issue I think you were discussing, which is
targeting and using training funds to target the population that
needs those, I think it is possible to do that using JTPA funds. If
you target a certain segment of the AFDC population as being in
need of training, then it would seem you would want to direct t.?- e
JTPA efforts to that segment of the population.

I think it is also important to point out
Mr. WEISS. You know that one of the criticisms that has been

made of JTPA to begin with is that it is being used as a training
device for those who are most job ready.

Ms. Ross. Well, in fact, Mr. Chairman, I am aware of those criti-
cisms and I would like to point out that I have been working very
hard with the States to identify places where States have very good
coordination between AFDC agencies and JTPA, and to try to
spread that word. It helps other States so that they may do so as
well.

Also, we undertook a contract last year with Jordan De Laurenti
to provide training to States on work program management, and it
is offered in about 10 different modules.

One of the modules specifically addresses is how to coordinate
with JTPA and the successes in States, including what they did,
how they went about making sure that the welfare recipients were
getting their fair share of the funding being targeted, and so forth.

Mr. WEISS. I have taken up more time than I intended.
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Mr. Walker.
Mr. WALKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
The General Accounting Office had a few comments about your

approach, and they said that your compilation of work program in-
formation was inadequate and I'd appreciate your comments.

Ms. Ross. Well, I believe that we have some very good informa-
tion, Mr. Walker. The fact of the matter is when we look at the
demonstration projects that are currently in existence in the Office
of Family Assistance, and those that 'Ire coming to a close, I think
it is very important to keep in mind that these projects started by
and large in fiscal year 1982. Experience has shown us that from
the point in time that a project is approved, there is usually about
a 6-month lag period before the project is implemented in the
State. By the same token, by the time a project ends, there is about
a 6-month lag period until we get an evaluation or the completed
final report from the project. So, if you look at that, you: Cali see
that we have lost a year, basically, right them. The majority of
projects started in fiscal year 1982 and later. So, what we are talk-
ing about is only 2 years of actual experience. Thus, I think the
fact that we have gotten some final reports and interim reports
that show very positive results offers support for the arhninistra-
tion's proposal.

Mr. WALKER The Latta that GAO used for their analysis given to
us today, as far as you know, is the same data that is available to
you?

Ms. Ross. As far as I know, it is, yes, because GAO was using and
reviewing our files for some time.

Mr. WALKER Did they give you the courtesy of consulting with
you about the conclusions that they have drawn prior to coming
before the committee with those conclusions today?

Ms. Ross. They did nct give us a briefing on what their conclu-
sions were, Mr. Walker, no. They did ask us a number of questions
and followup questions after reviewing the files.

Mr. WALKER. So, they utilized your data, drew their own conclu-
sions, but then did not discuss those at all with you so that you had
no chance to comment on their interpretation of your data, isthat

Ms. Ross. That is correct. Yes; it is.
Mr. WALKER. They were also highly critical of the source materi-

al used as the basis for the administration's work opportunities leg-
islation. Would you care to comment on that?

Ms. Ross. On the source material used by OFA?
Mr. WALKER. Yes.
Ms. Ross. I assume, again, that is a criticism of the demonstra-

tion information that we have available, and, as r said before, I be-
lieve the information we have shows that our demonstration
projects are good projects. ! think it is important to point out that
some of the projects are conducted solely by States and that States
run them and conduct the evaluations. Other projects are conduct-
ed by the States, but have independent contractors conducting the
evaluations.

For example, the Manpower Demonstration Research Corpora-
tion is doing evaluations of nine of the States that are also OFA
demonstration projects. We have worked very closely, in fact, with
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the States and MDRC in granting waivers to make it possible for
them to do those programs. The results of the first MDRC repc;:ts
are certainly extremely encouraging. So, I believe that the source
data we use are very good data.

Mr. WALKER. One final question. I stated earlier- that I have
some reasons to be suspicious when we start using quota-based sys-
tems to determine results, that your move, from 25-percent to 50-
percent to 75-percent participation rates does strike me as being
something that ties the hands of people who participate.

Would you like to give us your justification for that?
Ms. Ross. Yes; I would be happy to comment on that.
As you may be aware, in the past, we have put forth legislative

proposals that would have required 100-percent participation. The
States expressed concern about being able to meet that kind of a
requirement. From the experience we have had with our demon-
stration projects, we have seen that some States have been able, in
the early years, to achieve 25-percent, 40-percent, and 50-percent
participation levelsStates working with the IUSI population up to
65-percent participation in the first year and a f.

We were trying to be more reasonable, quite frankly, and we
were trying to provide some flexibility, that is why we set the 25-,
50-, and 75-percent phase-in levels.

I think it is also important to point out that the phase-in level
ends at 75-percent participation and does not move up to 100 per-
cent for the nonexempt caseload. So, it still allows the States to
decide in what circumstances they think it would not be appropri-
ate to require work or perhaps would not be as effective, because in
25 percent of the cases they can still not require people to partici-
pate.

Mr. WALKER. Thank you.
Mr. WEISS. Mr. Rowland.
Mr. ROWLAND. Just a couple of quick questions.
Would you give us some examples of the kinds of demonstrations

that States are conducting and their approaches to help AFDC re-
cipients become self-sufficient?

Ms. Ross. Yes; there are a number of things going on.
We have seven community work experience, demonstration

projects going, and those look at community work experience from
a number of different vantage points. Some of them combine em-
ployment search activities with community work experience; some
of them target mothers with children under age 6, some go down
to, for example, to children ages 3 to 6, some below age 3.

We have two projects that are focusing on provision of day care
through community work experience. We have two work saturation
projects that we recently funded in Philadelphia and San Diego, to
look at the way that a State would, in a large urban metropolitan
area, get large numbers of welfare recipients involved in work pro-
grams, and those consist of a range of activities.

We have job search, solely job search, demonstration projects in
progress. Also we have a number of grant diversion projects in
progress which we had awarded through special grant funds to
seven States, operating about a year and a half now. Grant diver-
sion, as you may be aware, is the provision that was passed by the
Congress last year, making it available to everyone. But, our



projects are still in progress, and, again, they are testing a range of
things in grant diversion.

You may not be completely sure how grant diversion works, so I
would like to take just a minute to explain it. It is a program, in
which you pool the monthly welfare benefits, for the participating
recipients and you then make that money available to employers
who use it as a wage subsidy to pay wages to the participating wel-
fare recipients. This is one of the key features of grant diversion
it will move recipients away from the welfare system in that they
no longer get a check from the welfare agency, rather they get a
paycheck from the employer.

The kinds of things we are looking at in the .grant, diversion
projects range from different time limits on participation-6
months or 9 months in grant diversion to different percentages of
the wage being subsidized.

In some States, the subsidy level is about $180 per month; in
other States, it is much higher, because, for example, in Florida,
they are using JTPA funds as well as the AFDC grata. Those are
some examples of the kinds of things that we are doing.

I would be happy to submit a complete list for the record, if you
would be interested.

Mr. ROWLAND. Yes; I would be interested in that.
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WORK-RELATED SECTION 1115 DEMOI3TRATIONS - 4/1/85

I. Job Search Assistance for Applicants

Oregon--"Coordinated Job Placement Project"

Grant No. 11-P-98080

Description: This Statewide WIN Demonstration tests
the effects of a mandatory job search requirement for
applicants and continuous job search for recipients.
Applicants who are not exempt from WIN are required to
participate in job search for a fixed period not to
exceed 45 days. During this time an AFDC grant is not
opened, but Food Stamps and support services are
provided. If an applicant refuses to participate, he
or she is ineligible for AFDC for a period of 30 days.

Waivers: Section 402(a)(19)(A)--to require parents
with children age one to six to register for WIN.
Section 402(a)(35)--to allow a fixed period not to
exceed 45 days for job search, during which time an
AFDC grant is not opened; to allow job search for
recipients to exceed eight weeks; and to allow fixed
sanction periods for applicants arid recipients.
Section 11:5(a)(2)--authority granted to provide FFP
for certain expenses during the work search period.

Status: Approved August 15, 1981.

Washington--"Intensive Applicant Employment Services"

Grant No. 11-P-98083

Description: In its first year this demonstration
tested a mandatory applicant job search program as
compared to a voluntary program. Because there were
few volunteers, the voluntary segment was dropped in
the second year. In addition, Congress amended title
IV-A to permit mandatory applicant job search.
Therefore the demonstration was modified to compare
mandatory applicant job search, in which AFDC
eligibility is not delayed, to a program with a fixed,
30-day job search period prior to AFDC enrollment.
Half the counties ran the first program, which followed
the statute, and half the counties ran the expeimental
program.
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Waivers: Section 402(a)(1)--to allow different
requirements for applicants in different parts of the
State.

Section 402(a)(19)(A)--to allow the State to require
parents with children age three to six to participate
and to allow exemption from WIN registration during job
search.

Section 402(a)(35)--to allow an application to be
delayed for 30 days while an applicant participates in
job search.

Status: Aproved October 1, 1981. Terminated
September 30, 1984. Final report pending.

California--"A Private Sector Alternative to Welfare
Dependency"

Grant No. 11-P-98090

Description: This demonstration tests the
effectiveness of intensive job search assistance in
moving people into unsubsidized employment. The
project operates in San Diego and San Mateo counties.
In San Diego, registrants participate in job club
followed by a CWEP assignment. In San Mateo,
regiotrants participate in job club followed by an
individual job search component.

Waivers: Section 402(a)(1)--to allow the State to
provide job search assistance in a limited number of
counties,

Section 402(a)(19)(A) -- to allow job search to extend
beyond eight weeks.

Section 1115(a)(2)--authority granted to provide FFP
for intensive applicant job search assistance,
including administrative expenses and support
services.

Status: Approved March 1, 1987.

Maryland--"Employment Initiatives"
Grant No. 11-P-98091
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Description: This demonstration tests the
cost-effectiveneds of operating a job search assistance
program for AFDC applicants. Job search assistance is
offered through job clubs at two sites. The project
requires participation of all AFDC applicants who are
not exempt from WIN. Applicants who refuse to
participate are removed from the grant; the agency
continues to process the grant application for the rest
of the assistance unit.

Waivers: Section 402(a)(1)--to allow the project to be
run in only two counties.

Section 402(a)(10)--to allow the State to require
applicants to search for work and to suspend
applications of those who refuse to participate.

Section 1115(a)(2)--authority granted to allow FFP for
administrative expenses and support services directly
related to job search.

Status: Approved April 1, 1982.

Minnesota--"Northeastern Minnesota AFDC Demonstration"

Grant No. 11-?-98202

Description: This project tests a method for preventing
lone -tern AFDC dependency by providing financial and
employment assistance for six months to recently unemployed
families who, except for the demonstration, would )'e
ineligible for assistance because of excess personal
property. Participants are required to pay back assistance
when they sell excess property or obtain employment.

Waivers: Section 402(a)(1)--allows the State to operate the
demonstration in only four counties of the State.

Section 402(a)(7)--to allow families who would be ineligible
for AFDC because of excess non-liquid personal property to
receive AFDC for up to 6 months with provisions for payback
of assistance received.

Section 402(a)(22)--to allow the repayment of overpayments
through CWEP participation.

Status: Approved October 1, 1984.
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New York--"ADC Training/Employment Assistance Program"
(ADC /TEAP)

Grant No. 11-P-98191

Description: This project tests whether grant diversion is
an effective technique for promoting employment of AFDC
recipients. AFDC grants are diverted to a wage pool which is
used to supplement wages for participants. Participants in
this project are employed by private for-profit, private
non-profit and public agencies. Wages are supplemented by
diverted AFDC grants. The project operates in 29 counties ,

and New York City. AFDC-Basic and AFDC-UP recipients may
participate.

Waivers: Section 402(a)(1)--to allow operation of the
project in a limited number of counties.

Section 402(a)(7)--to allow the State to disregard project
earnings in order to freeze the base grant amount.

Section 402(a)(18)--to waive 185% of the standard of need
limit and allow the State to freeze the base grant amount.

Section 402(a)(13)--waive retrospective budgeting;

Section 402(a)(19)(A)--waives 100 percent WIN registration;

Section 1115(a)(2)--authority granted to provide Federal
Financial Participation for administrative costs of the
project and allow matching for diverted grant funds.

Status: Approved July 1, 1984.

Utah -- "Utah Community Work Program for Two-Parent
Families"

Grant No. 11-P-98190

Description: This demonstration tests an
alternative to the AFDC-UP proeram. To be eligible to
participate in this project applicants must have had recent
attachment to the work force. Both parents must participate
in the project and be willing to accept work in a public work
project for 32 hours and job search for 8 hours each week to
qualify for assistance. Assistance is limited to six months
within a twelve month period, with payments made bi-weekly.
Benefit levels range from $50.00 to $110.00 per week
depending on household size. If a participant refuses to
accept a job offer, the entire family is sanctioned.
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Waivers: Section 402 (a)(1)--to allow differential treatment
(experimental vs. comparison group to test the effect of a
six month limit on benefits).

Section 1115 (a) (2)--authority granted to allow for the
provision of limited benefits to families with dependent
children where the adults in the household are ineligible for
cash assistance through other Federal programs.

Section 1115(a)(2)--authority also provided to allow FFP
program and administrative costs associated with operating
work requirements.

Status: Approved August 1, 1984.

II. Saturation Work Programs

California--"The Saturation Work Initiative Model Project
(SWIM)"

Grant No. 11-P-98201

Description: This project tests the feasibility of involving
in any given month at least 75% of ell,,tble program
narticipants (WIN mandatories) actively in a work program
component. The project operates in San Diego and targets
8,000 AFDC applicants and recipients. All participants are
required to go through structured job search for three weeks
followed by 13 weeks in CWEP. If employment is not found, a
more intensive assessment occurs to determine which
subsequent program activity is most appropriate (e.g.
remedial education, skill training, OJT, re-employment search
workshops, additional job search, etc.).

Waivers: None

Status: Approved September 30, 1984.

Pennsylvania--"Demonstration of a Saturation Work Program in
an Urban Area"

Grant No. 11-P-98199

Description This project tests the feasibility of involving
in any given month at least 75% of eligible program
participants (WIN mandatories) actively in a work program
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component. The project operates in Philadelphia and targets
12,000 AFDC applicants and recipients. Participants who are
job ready are immediately referred for job placement with the
Employment Service, private employment agencies or JTPA.
Those not job ready receive an in-depth assessment of their
functional and educational levels to determine which program
activity is most appropriate (e.g. remedial education,
English as a Second Language, Adult Basic Education or a
training component such as CWEI, vocational skills training
or grant diversion).

Waivers: Section 1115(s)(2)--authority granted to allow FFP
for administrative expenses and support services directly
related to job search.

Status: Approved September 30, 198

III. WIN Related Demonstrations

Oklahoma--"Assistance Payments--Work Incentive Exemption
Waiver for Registration"

Grant No. 11-P-98106

Description: The project tests the effects of requiring
single parents with children under the age of six to
participate in WIN and CWEP. The project operates Statewide
in conjunction with the State's WIN Demonstration Program.
Services available to participants include job search, child
care, assessment, medical, work experience and training.

Waivers: Section 402(a)(19)(A)(v)--to allow the State to
require single parents with children under six years of age
to participate in WIN and CWEP.

Status: Approved December 1, 1981.

Pennsylvania--"WIN Demonstration Program"

Grant No. 11-P-98150

Description: This project tests the effectiveness of
allowing a State legislated Work Registration Program and the
WIN Demonstration Program to operate under a unified set of
regulations. Non-exempt AFDC applicants are referred to the
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Office of Employment Security (OES) for work registration.
Once an application is approved, the AFDC recipient must
participate with OES for 15 days to find a job or training
opportunity. If OES is unsuccessful, the recipient is
referred to the local County Assistance Office (CAO) to
participate in the Pennsylvania Employables Program (PEP)
program for 15 days to secure employment or training. If the
participant is still unsuccessful in finding employment or
training, non-exempt recipients are required to participate
in work experience. Job finding and training efforts of both
the OES and CAO continues as long as the recipient receives
cash assistance and remains non-exempt.

Waivers: Section 402(a)(19)(A)--to allow exemption criteria
between the State work program and the WIN Demonstration to
be compatible.

Section 402(a)(19)(F)--to allow the State to eliminate
protective payee requirements, and to allow uniform sanction
periods for the State Work programs and the Win
Demonstration.

Status: Approved effective October 1, 1982.

Michigan--"Work Incentive Demonstration"

Grant No. 11-P-98110

Description: This project tests the impact of including a
larger segment of the AFDC caseload as mandatory recistrants
in WIN Demonstration Project. Participation and completion
rates for the groups covered by the waiver authority are
being compared to the rates for the legislatively mandated
group.

Waivers: Section 402(a)(19)(A)--to allow the State to
require WIN registration of 16-20 year old parents without a
high school diploma and not attending school full-time; to
require registration of parents with children 6 months of ace
or older; to require registration of those employed 30 hours
per week; to exempt persons 60 years of age or older and
extend sanctions for voluntary reductions in earnings.

Status: Approved March 1, 1982.
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Arizona--"Work Incentive Demonstration Program"

Grant No. 11-P-98111

Description: The demonstration tests the effects of
requiring single parents with children age three to six to
participate in WIN. The project operates in previous WIN
sites in conjunction with the WIN Demonstration program.

Waivers: Section 402(a)(19)(A)(v)--to allow the State to
require parents with children age three to six to participate
in WIN.

Status: Approved May 1, 1982.

New York--"The New York State Modified Work Incentive Program
(ModWIN) Demonstration"

Grant No. 11-P-98187

Description: This project tests whether providing WIN type
employment assistance in non-WIN counties will decrease AFDC
dependency and increase labor market participation. The
project provides WIN type employment assistance to AFDC
recipients who have been determined most employable. The
project provides assessment, intensive job search assistance,
OJT and referrals to other agencies for support services.

Waivers: Section 402(a)(1)--to allow the State to operate
the project in 29 counties.

Section 402(a)(19)(F)--to allow the State to use a 30 day
sanction period and to allow the State to forego the
protective/vendor payments during the 30 .2?1, sanction
period.

Section 402(a)(19)(A)--to allow for less than 100 percent WIN
registration of mandatory recipients.

Status: Approved May 1, 19J3

Arkansas--"Project Success"

Grant No. 11-P-98116
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Description: This project tests whether placing AFDC
recipients and applicants in a job search component at an
earlier stage reduces dependence on welfare. The project
focuses on applicants and recipient mothers with young
children. The program operates in conjunction with the
State's WIN Demonstration Program.

Waivers: Section 402(a)(1)--to allow the State to operate
the project in only eight counties.

Section 402(a)(19)(A)(v)--to allow the State to require
parents whose youngest child is between 3 and 6 years old to
participate in WIN.

Status: Approved August 1, 1982.

IV. CWEP Demonstrations

North Carolina--"Community Work Experience Project"

Grant No. 11-P-98100

Description: This project pilot tested a work experience
program (CWEP) thus providing information on program
components for the State prior to a decision to allow CWEP at
county option. The project opera'ed in 8 counties, including
rural areas and towns. The target group included AFDC
recipients who are WIN mandatory as well as single parents
with children three and older. Types of work experience
included homemaker aides and county government positions.

Waivers: Section--402(a)(1)--to allow the
demonstration t) operate less than Statewide.

Section 402(a)(10)--to allow the State to require AFDC
recipients to participate in a demonstration work program.

Section 1115(a)(2)--authority is granted to allow FFP for a
demonstration work program.

Status: Implemented July, 1982. Terminated December 31,
1983. Final report received.

California--"San Diego Experimental Work Experience Project"

Grant No. 11-P-98128
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Description: This project tests the effects of CWEP on
participants' employability and welfare dependency. It
operates in San Diego. The project is linked to a mandatory
applicant job search deaonstation. Participants are required
to participate in j4...) search before participating in CWEP.
Both AFDC-Basic and AFDC-UP recipients participate in the
project.

Waivers: None

Status: Approved October 1, 1982. Terminated Scptember 30,
1984. Final report due December, 1985.

New Mexico--"Las Cruces Work Experience Project"

Grant No. 11-P-98135

Description: This project tests the effects of a
service-intensive CWEP program on hard-to-employ recipients,
including recipients about to lose eligibility because their
youngest child is approaching eighteen, and single parents
with six or more children. The project emphasizes
assessment, client/job matching and monitoring.

The State tracks each participant to determine whether
the participant's attitude toward work, work habits
(punctuality and attendance) and job Performance change
significantly over the course of the project.

Waivers: NONE

Status: Approved October 1, 1982.

New York--"New York State's CWEP Demonstration Model
Evaluation Plan"

Grant No. 11-P-98126

Description: This project tested various administrative
procedures for operating a CWEP project. The project
operated in 17 counties and used different administrative
techniques in terms of sanctioning regulations, measuring
cost and success. The project provided training in addition
to work experience to prepare AFDC recipients for transition
into regular employment.
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Waivers: Section 402(a)(19)(F)--to allow the State to vary
sanction period from site to site (30/60/90 days or 90/120
days)

Status: Approved October 1, 1982. Terminated March 30,
1985. Final Report Pending.

Pennsylvania--"Demonstration and Evaluation of the
Pennsylvania CWEP: Incentives for Employment"

Grant No. 11-P-98120

Description: This project tested the effects of providing
employment related assistance to AFDC and GA recipients.
Recipient were screened and referred to the Office of
Employment Security (OES) for Work Registration prior to the
authorization of public assistance. In the OES recipients
received job counseling and vouchers for use by private
employment agencies. If the recipient did not find a job a
CWEP assignment was made. After a six month CWEP assienment
recipients were referred back to the OES. CWEP sponsors
covered the allowable transportation and work-related
expenses of the CWEP participants.

Waivers:. none

Status: Approved October 1, 1982.

South Carolina--"Community Work Experience Proiect"

Grant No. 11-P-98118

Description: This project tested the effects of CWEP on
recipients' employment and welfare dependency. The project
operated in one urban and one rural county. Participants
worked at public or private non-profit agencies and
participated in a two week job search training component.

Waivers: None

Status: Approved October 1, 1982. Terminated September 30,
1984. Final report pending.
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Virginia--"Community Work Experience Demonstration Proiect"

Grant No. 11-P-98124

Description: This project tests the effects of Providing
employment assistance to AFDC recipients. Recipients
initially participate in four weeks of job search, then are
assigned to CWEP. Participants are reassessed after 13 weeks
and may be referred back to the job search component.

Waivers: None

Status: Approved October 1, 1982.

Washington--"CWEP Demonstration Project"

Grant No. 11-P-98121

Description: This project tested the impact of providing
various types of employment assistance to AFDC recipients
with different characteristics. Participants of this
demonstration project were randomly assigned to CWEP, the
State Work and Training Program, or the WIN Unassigned Pool.
CWEP was limited to a maximum of 128 hours per month for four
months. The project operated in two sites, Tacoma and
Spokane.

Waivers None

Status: Approved October 1, 1982, terminated September 30,
1983. Final report received.

Illinois--"Demonstrating A Model CWEP Management Information
System"

Grant No. 18-P-00243

Description: The project tested a system which automated
otherwise manual processes. It included a data base of CWEP
sponsors anu jobs to make information about sponsor status
and job availability readily available and a participant data
base which will record recipient work experience,
employability characteristics, history of job referrals, case
composition and referral results.
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Waivers: None

Status: Approved October 1, 1983. Terminated January 1,
1985. Final report pending.

Ohio--"CWEP Operated Daycare"

Grant No. 11-P-98160

Description: The project tests the feasibility of providing
classroom training, on-the-job training, and work experience
in daycare services to project AFDC recipients. When
training is completed participants are referred for
certification as daycare aides or daycare h.,:me providers.
After certification they provide daycare services for other
CWEP participants.

Waivers: Section 402(a)(1)--to allow the project to oterate
in a limited geographic area.

Section 402(a)(19)(A)--to allow the State to require
participation of recipients with children three years of age
or older.

Status: Approved October 1, 1983.

South Carolina--"A CWEP Demonstration to Establish Privately
Owned and Operated Daycare Homes in Support of AFDC
Recipients"

Grant No. 11-P-98180

Description: This project tests the feasibility of training
AFDC recipients for careers in child care. The project
involves four groups of 25 CWEP participants who receive
training and assistance to prepare for careers in family
daycare. Participants selected are provided a formal
educational and occupational development program, including
supervised practicum, a work experience phase, and a network
of assistance and on-going training.
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Waivers: None

Status: Approved October 1, 1183.

V. Grant Diversion Demonstrations

Maryland--"Grant Diversion of AFDC Recipients"

Grant No. 11-P-98138

Description: This project tests the feasibility of grant
diversion as a technique for promoting employment of welfare
recipients. The project operates in two sites, one urban
and one rural. Grant Diversion is one of several components
of the State's Employment Initiatives program. WIN
mandatories whose employability assessment indicates a
reasonable chance for success in the labor market are
selected for Grant Diversion.

Waivers: Section 402(a)1)--to allow the project to operate in
only two areas.

Section 402(a)(5)--to exempt participants from 6-month
redetermination requirements.

Section 402(a)(7)--to allow State to freeze the base grant
amount.

Section 402(a)(8)--to allow the State to disregard income of
participants

Section 402(a)(1n)--to allow diversion to wage pool;

Section 402(a)(18)--to waive the 185 percent standard of need
test and allow State to freeze basic grant

Section 402(a)(14)--to waive monthly reporting requirements
for those not receiving a grant directly.

Status: Approved October 1, 1982.

Colorado--"Weld County Welfare Diversion Program"

Grant No. 11-P-98153
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Dercription: This project tests the effects of a erant
diversion program on participants' employability and welfare
dependency. This three year demonstration requires AFDC
applicants/recipients to participate in public service jobs
at minimum wage for 6-week periods in lieu of receiving AFDC
payments. The wages paid to participants are made up of
funds diverted from AFDC grants they would have received,
JTPA monies and other local funds. Intensive job search
activities are also included. A participant who completes
the 8-week job nrogre/ but does not obtain unsubsidized
employment during the period may re-imply for AFDC, and, if
there are no barriers to employment, he/she will be referred
for another 8-week public service job.

Waivers: Section 402(a)(1)--to allow the project to operate
in only one area.

Section 402(a)(5)--to exempt participants from 6-month
redetermination requirements

402(a)(7)--to exclude project earning to freeze the base
grant amount.

402(a)(8)--to allow the State to disregard the income of
participants.

402(a)(13)--to waive retrospective budgeting

402(a)(14)--to waive monthly reporting requirements of those
not receiving a grant directly

402(a)(18)--to waive the 185 percent standard of need test
and allow State to freeze basic grant

402(a)(10)--to allow diversion to wage pool.

402(a)(19)(A)--to exempt project participants from WIN
registration.

Section 1115(a)(2)--authoritv is granted to allow for
matching of diverted grant funds, for costs associated with
project evaluation and for providing Workmen's Compensation
coverage to participants.

Status: Approved January 1, 1984.
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Arizona--"Jobs for Opportunity and Benefits"

Grant No. 11-P-98173

Description: This project tests the effects of a grant
diversion program on participants' employability and welfare
dependency. Employers are paid $180 per month for six months
for hiring ano retaining welfare recipients. Recipients are
eligible to participate if they have received AFDC at least
three months or have completed a job search component without
finding a job. The project operates Statewide.

Waivers: Section 402(a)(1)--to allow project to operate in
limited number of counties.

Section 402(a)(5)--to exempt participants from 6-month
redetermination requirement;

Section 402(a)(7)--to exclude project earnings to freeze the
base grant amount;

Sectio- 402(a)(10)--to all:w diversion to wage pool;

Section 402(a)(13)--to waive retrospective budgeting;

Section 402(a)(14)--to waive monthly reporting requirement
for those not receiving a grant directly;

Section 402(a)(18)--to waive the 185 percent standard of need
test and allow the State to freeze the base grant amount.

Section 1115(a)(2)--authority for grant diversion was also
approved.

Status: Approved October 1, 1983.

Florida--"Trade Welfare for Work"

GI nt No. 11-P-98174

Description: This project tests the effects of a grant
diversion program on participants' employability and welfare
dependency. Recipients who complete a job search component
without finding a job are referred to tile JTPA agency which
tries to develop an on-the-job training (OJT) position for
that individual. Employers who hire these recipients may
receive a 50 percent wage supplement from JTPA plus 5190
month from diverted AFDC grants. The project is intended to
operate Statewide.
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Waivers: Section 402(a)(1)--to allow the project to operate
in a limited number of counties.

Section 402(a)(5)--to allow the State to exempt participants
from 6-month redetermination requirement;

Section 402'a)(7) - -to allow the State to exclude project
earnings to freeze the base grant amount;

Section 402(a)(10)--to allow diversion to the wage pool;

Section 402(a)(14)--to waive monthly reporting requirement
for those not receiving a grant directly;

Section 402(a)(18) -to waive the 185 percent standard of need
test and allow the State to freeze the base grant amount;

Section 402(a)(8)(ii), (iii) and (iv)--to waive application
of the income disregards during diversion period.

Section 1115(a)(2)--authority for grant diversion was also
approved.

Status: Approved October 1, 1983.

Maine--"Training Opportunities in the Private Sector (TOPS)"

Grant No. 11-P-98149

Description: This project tests the effects of a grant
diversion program on participant's employability and welfare
dependency. Recipients participate in a three-phase program:
a four-week orientation to work in a classroom setting; up to
12 weeks of work experience in a public or private non-profit
site; and up to six months of on-the-job training (OJT) in a
private company. A combination of JTPA funds and diverted
AFDC grants is used to supplement 50 percent of the wage
during the OJT phase. The project targets recipients who
have been on the rolls at least six months.

Waivers: Section 402(a)(1)--to allow the project to operate
in a limited number of counties.

Section 402(a)(5)--to exempt participants from 6-month
redetermination requirement;

Section 402(a)(7)--to exclude project earnings to freeze the
base grant amount;



Section 402(a)(10)--to allow grant diversion to a wage pool,
402(a)(14)--to waive monthly reporting requirement for those
not receiving a grant directly;

Section 402(a)(18)--to waive the 185 percent standard of need
test and allow the State to freeze the base grant amount.

Section 1115(a)(2) authority for grant diversion was also
approved.

Status: Approved October 1, 1983.

New Jersey--"Demonstration of Grant Diversion"

Grant No. 11-98172

Description: This project tests the effects of a grant
diversion program on participant's employability and welfare
dependency. Recipients are placed in an on-the-job training
(OJT) position with public or private agencies and diverted
AFDC funds are used to supplement 50 percent of the wage.
The duration of the OJT component may vary depending on the
skill level of the job. The project operates in seven
counties.

Waivers: Section 402(a)(1)--to allow State to operate
project in limited number of counties.

Section 402(a)(5)--to allow the State to exempt participants
from 6-month redetermininations;

Section 402(a)(7)--to exclude project earnings to freeze the
base grant amount;

Section 402(a)(10)--to allow grant diversion to wage pool.

Section 402(a)(14)--to waive monthly requirement for those
not receiving a grant directly;

Section 402(a)(18)--to waive the 185 percent standard of need
test and allow the State to freeze the base grant amount;

Section 402(a)(8)(iv)--to waive application of $30 and 1/3
disregard to one experimental group.

Section 1115(a)(2)--authority for grant diversion was also
approved.
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Status: Approved October 1, 1983.

Texas--"Job Training/Work Experience Project"

Grant No. 11-P-98185

Description: This project tests the effects of a grant
diversion program on participants' employability and welfare
dependency. Recipients are placed with public or private
agencies and diverted AFDC funds are used to supplement $180
per month of their wage.

Waivers: Section 402(a)(1)--to allow project to operate in
limited number of counties.

Section 402(a)(5)--to exempt participants from 6-month
redetermination requirements;

Section 402(a)(7)--to allow the State to exclude project
earnings to freeze the base grant amount;

Section 402(a)(10)--to allow grant diversion to wage pool;

Section 402(a)(13)--to waive retrospective budgeting;

Section 402(a)(14)--to waive monthly reporting requirement
for those not receiving a grant directly;

Section 402(a)(18)--to waive the 185 percent standard of need
test and allow the State to freeze the base grant amount;

Section 402(a)(19)(F)--to allow the voluntary project
participation.

Section 1115(a)(2)--authority for grant diversion was also
approved.

Status: Approved October 1, 1983.
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Vermont--"Grant Diversion Program"

Grant No. 11-P-98178

Description: This project tests the effects of a grant
diversion program on participants' employability and welfare
dependency. Recipients are placed in OJT slots for up to
nine months and diverted AFDC grants are used to supplement
50 percent of their wage. The project operates Statewide.

Waivers: Section 402(a)(1)--to allow project to operate in
limited number of counties;

Section 402(a)(5)--to exempt participants from 6-month
redetermination requirement;

Section 402(a)(7)--to exclude project earnings to freeze the
base grant amount;

Section 402(a)(10)--to allow grant diversion to wage pool.

Section 402(a)(14)--to waive monthly reporting requirements
for those not receiving a grant directly;

Section 402(a)(18)--to waive the 185 percent ste-dard of need
test and allow the State to freeze the base grant amount;

Section 402(a)(19)(F)--to allow for voluntary project
participation.

Section 402(a)(8)(iv)--to extend the $30 and one-third income
disregard for the duration of project participation.

Section 1115(a)(2)--authority fcr grant diversion was also
aproved.

Status: Approved October 1, 1983.

Ohio--"Subsidized Employment Project" (SEP)

Grant No. 11-P-98171

Description: This 'project tests the effects of a grant
diversion program of participants' employability and welfare
dependency. The prcject operates in ten counties. A public
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or private employer is subsidized for hiring an AFDC
recipient and FFP is available for up to a nine month subsidy
period. The amount of the subsidy is the recipient's entire
AFDC grant.

Waivers: Section 402(a)(5)--to exempt participants from 6-
month redetermination requirements

Section 402(a)(7)--to exclude project earnings to freeze the
base grant amount

Section 402(a)(8)--to allow State to disregard the income of
participants

Section 402(a)(10)--to allow diversion to wage pool.

Section 402(a)(13)--to waive retrospective budgeting.

Section 402(a)(14)--to waive monthly reporting requirements
for those not receiving a grant directly.

Section 402(a)(18)--to allow the initial AFDC grant level to
be frozen and diverted to an employer;

Section 402(a)(19)(F)--to allow voluntary acceptance of a SEP
job and to require those who do not want to participate in

SEP to be assigned to CWEP, job search, or WIN;

Section 402(a)(26)--to deduct child support payments from the
initial grant amount and not include it in the wage subsidy.

SFPF: None

Status: Approved August 1, 1984.

VI. SUPPORTED WORK

Description: The following projects were part of the
National Supported Work Demonstration Project (NSWDP) which
began operatilg in 1976. The NSWDP tested the effects of
providing work experience for four hard-to-employ groups:
ex-offenders; ex-addicts; high school dropouts; and long-term
recipients of AFDC with little work experience. The
following projects provided employment assistance to AFDC
mothers. The source of funds for these projects was the AFDC
grant which was diverted to a wage pool.
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Participants worked in public and private non - profit agencies
under close supervision with other supported work
,anticipants. Performance standards were gradually increased
until the participants' performance was equivalent to a
regular employee.

Waivers: 402(a)(8); 402(a)(10); 402(a)(18); 402(a)(14)--to
allow the AFDC grants to be diverted and maintain the base
amount.

Massachusettss--"Massachusetts Supported Work Project"

Grant No. 11-P-90481

Status: Approved December 1, 1976. Terminated November 30,
1984. Final report pending.

New Jersey--"Atlantic County Supported Work Program for AFDC
Mothers"

Grant No. 11-P-57853

Status: Approved July 1, 1976.

New York--"Wildcat Service Corporation Supported Work
Program"

Grant No. 11-P-90605

Status: Approved October 1, 1976.

West Virginia--"Supported Work Project for AFDC Mothers"

Grant No. 11-P-57846

Status: Approved July 1, 1975.

Wisconsin--"Wisconsin Supported Work Project"

Grant No. 11-P-90506

Status: Approved February 1, 1977 Terminated August 31,
1984. Final report under review.
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Mr. ROWLAND. Are welfare recipients getting the proper support
services, such as day care, in your opinion?

Ms. Ross. Our experience indicates that, yes, they are. By and
large, as I indicated in My testimony, everyone thought day care
was going to be an absolutely overwhelming problem, but, in fact,
it has not worked out to be that way in the vast majority of cases.

In some of the places I visited, I found that States are finding
creative approaches to providing day care.

In Ohio, for example, they have CWEP sites that take care of
children of CWEP participants. The same thing is going on in
South Carolina, where, for every nine CWEP participants placed in
a day care facility, the State receives placement slots for 25 chil-
dren of AFDC recipients.

In Idaho, they worked out a situation where, if one day, one
mother worked m community work experience and another mother
watched her child, the next day they traded places.

In addition to those creative appoaches, States can use title XX
money. We also match at the 50 to 50 administrative rate, if the
State chooses to contract with a day care provider.

So, there are a number of things that are being done to take care
of day care.

In terms of transportation, we have seen similar kinds of creativ-
ity in the States. In West Virginia, and in other States, fox exam-
ple, the school buses stop and pick participants up along their
routes and take them to the schools or the community facilities
where they are participating in community work experience. In
many cases, the States have made every attempt to locate place-
ments for individuals that are as close to their homes as possible.

I think that is one of the really important things to look at in
terms of why our work programs are really working and why the
States' work programs are showing good results. The States clearly
are approaching the whole idea very differently than they have in
the past, and really looking to solve problems as opposed to sitting
and belaboring them.

I think it is also significant that States are using the same kind
of creativity in looking for job placements for the CWEP partici-
pants. CWEP participants currently serve in over a 100 different
kinds of positions that cover the gamut of the work force, such as
paramedics, data processors, secretaries, receptionists, and food
service workers. The different women that I talked with made it
clear that the State people who are working in the program cared
about trying to match the needs of the recipient with the place-
ment, such as the convenience of the placement to their home and
the recipient's particular interest. For example, if the recipient was
interested in working in the food service business, they were put in
some sort cf food service job. If they were interested in getting in-
volved in data processing, they were put in a position where they
could learn how to use a word processor. Those kinds of things, I
think, are all very significant in terms of the creative approaches
States are using.

Mr. ROWLAND. Thank you. °
Mr. WEISS. Ms. Ross, I do not want to seem rude, and please do

not take my questions and comments as being that way, but I find
your testimony almost incredible. I mean, with all the disagree-
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ments or agreements that we may have about the problem, I have
not heard anybody suggesting that day care, provision of day care,
was not a very serious problem in the attempt to get mothers on
welfare into a position where they can hold a job. You are not sug-
gesting that the day care problem has been solved and that it is
not a problem at all, are you?

Ms. Ross. I am not suggesting that; no.
Mr. WEISS. OK.
Ms. Ross. I am not suggesting that there is no need for day care,but I
Mr. WEISS. Thank you.
Ms. Ross [continuing]. Was making clear that the need has been

overstated, I think, from the original
Mr. WEISS. OK.
Ms. Ross [continuing]. Pr(
Mr. WEISS. What percentage of the need has been overstated?

What percentage has been met?
Ms. Ross. Well, that is very difficult for me to answer. I cannot

quantify it in those terms.
Mr. WEISS. Thank you. So, when you made the statement that, in

fact, day care is not a problem, you are pulling something out of
the air, which is not related back to the facts at your disposal, is
that correct?

Ms. Ross. Well, first, I do not believe I made t' statement that
day care is not a problem. I said the problem of Le.. ,/ care had been
greatly overstated by the States.

Mr. WEISS. But, you do not know to what extent it is overstated?
Ms. Ross. In the information that we have from the States,

States are not telling us that they are unable to involve people in
large numbers because of a lack of day care.

Mr. WEISS. We heard testimony here this morning that said that.
Ms. Ross. Well, that may be
Mr. WEISS. You have more testimony.
Ms. Ross. There may be problems in certain areas. I am not

trying to suggest there are not problems in certain places of the
country, Mr. Chairman. I am simply trying to give a broader per-
spective on the issue. The fact is that day care is not the single
greatest factor in terms of preventing States from involving

Mr. WEISS. Let me ask you.a factual question.
You cited the experience in the San Diego demonstration project,

and there may be some disagreement as to whether there have
been an 80- or a 90-percent success rate. I do not know what that
means.

What does the 90-percent figure that you cited refer to?
Ms. Ross. The 90-percent refer: to all the individuals who either

completed the program in San Diego, which was job search and
community work experience, or individuals who found unsubsidized
jobs, or individuals who left the welfare rolls for some reason.

Mr. WEISS. Well, can you break that down into categories. What
does job search entail? What does it mean that they completed the
requirements for job search?

Ms. Ross. Well, job search involves an individual looking for
work, and, in most cases, it is a directed kind of job search that
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%).

provides staff and peer support to the recipient. Some of the States
have set up job banks and are getting information on how the

Mr. WEISS. Are you saying that 90 percent of people who partici-
pated in this program found jobs?

Ms. Ross. No; I am not saying that.
Mr. WEISS. OK. What percentage found jobs?
Ms. Ross. That, I do not know, Mr. Chairman. It is my under-

standing that a representative from MDRC testified earlier today,
and I think it would probably be more appropriate for her to talk
about specifics of the MDRC study.

Mr. WEISS. Well, Dr. Gueron, will you come to the mike?
Dr. GUERON. Fifty percent of the women were working after 1

year, not all of that was due to job search, but the employment
rate for the women was about 50 percent and for the AFDC youth,
who were primarily male, it was about 60 percent.

There is a figure in the report that breaks out the 90 percent,
and it is in the report there, but I do not have it on

Mr. WEISS. OK. That 90 percent refers to all the various combi-
nations of requirements in the program that were met by these
people. Not that 90 percent of them, in fact, found jobs?

Dr. GUERON. Yes. It was constructed in order to show what per-
cent at the end of the 9 months had not been reached by the pro-
gram at all, completed the requirements or moved off welfare.

Mr. WEISS. OK.
Dr. GUERON. But, they are not all employed.
Mr. WEiss. Do you have a breakdown as to what percentage of

that 50 percent had found jobs, including the percentage of people
who had been on the program for the 8-year time period?

Dr. GUERON. The San Diego program was only operated for appli-
cants for welfare. It was not operated for long-term recipients.

Mr. WEISS. Now, do we have any statistics which indicate what
percentage of long-term people have been placed in jobs in any of
these dem ib.ration programs?

Dr. GUERON. We have been looking atin the San Diego demon-
stration and in some recently completed work in Arkansas, split-
ting the caseload in those thatin Arkansas, we were looking at
recipients and applicants, people who had been -In the rolls for 2
years or more and those who had not.

The results were confirming of other work . we had done,
that the bulk of the welfare savings in that insas program
came from serving recipients and lc Alger term recipients.

It is surprising because it suggests that even job search programs
ought to be reaching into the caseload and working with the
harder to employ. But, it does not yet get at whether that very
you know, if you can look at that very, very small group, about 15
percent of the caseload, that would have met, for example, support-
ed work criteria, whether they are served in those progr ros.

Mr. WEISS. Thank you. Ms. Ross, as you heard, Dr. Gueron in her
testimony indicated that she shares your (=.1thusiasm about on-
going demonstrations. But, she said that she is particularly con-
cerned that States desperately need some degree of stability if their
current initiatives are to be realized and thoroughly evaluated.

She stated,
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Major policy for administrative change at this time would seem counterproductive
to the intensified efforts of those programs that contribute to the economic self-suffi -
ciency of the welfare population.

Would you please comment on Dr. Gueron's conclusion?
Ms. Ross. Yes. My response to that, Mr. Chairman, is that the

different facets of the administration's work proposal, in fact, do
represent the very provisions that have been passed by the Con-
gress since 1981. Community work experience was passed at that
time in OBRA. Job search was passed in 1982 under TEFRA. Grant
diversion was passed in 1984 under DEFRA, and JTPA was passed,
I believe, in 1983.

Mr. WEISS. You have not had mandated programs for work by
Congress

Ms. Ross. No
Mr. WEISS [continuing]. Nor have you authorization of experi-

mental demonstration programs, is that not correct?
Ms. Ross. Well, actually it was authorization beyond experimen-

tal demonstration programs. Those provisions that I just men-
tioned, sir, were passed as options that the States may choose to do.

Mr. WEISS. Options. Right. Options.
Ms. Ross. They were not mandated, but they are in the statute

and they are not demonstrations.
Mr. WEISS. I believe that you indicated earlier, correct me if I am

wrong, that most of the programs have been in existence only for 2
years, and that the evaluations are still preliminary, is that your
position?

Ms. Ross. I did indicate that many of the demonstrations projects
have been in existence for a short period of time. There are some
exceptions to that, and, for those, we have interim or final reports.

Mr. WEISS. If, in fact, those evaluations are still preliminary,
then why are you pushing for such dramatic changes in the partici-
pation requirements in funding without more thorough evaluation
and experience?

Ms. Ross. We believe that the reports that we have received, as
well as the data that we gather on an ongoing basis from the exist-
ing projects, as well as the programs States are operating not nec-
essarily in the confines of our demonstration effort, support the
proposal that the administration is putting forth. Beyond that, I
think we feel it is very important to make it a national goal, a na-
tional priority, that we .. Aieve that welfare recipients should be re .
quired to work because it is good for them, and it helps them, and
it mokes them employable. The people that you talk to, when you
talk to the recipients who have not had jobs in recent years, will
tell you that the single greatest reason they do not have jobs is be-
cause they do not have experience. That is one thing community
work experience gives them.

Mr. WEISS. Did you indicate that your agency has just recently
funded a demonstration project to assess whether high participa-
tion can be attained by mandatory programs?

Ms. Ross. Well, it was not just to assess whether it could be at-
tained because, as I indicated, we believe we have evidence that
shows that high participation rates can be achieved.

The two work saturation demonstration projects that I was refer-
ring to, in San Diego and Philadelphia, also look at the different
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methods and the different activities, if you will, that might be most
effective in terms of

Mr. WEISS. When were those programs funded?
Ms. Ross. They were funded last September.
Mr. Wznss. And, how long are they to run?
Ms. Ross. They are to run for 2 years, I believe.
Mr. WEISS. You do not have results in on them?
Ms. Ross. Well, no, no, sir. The earliest we would expect a final

report would be 6 months after the 2-year demonstration period.
Mr. WEISS. I am not charging you with not having it done, but I

am suggesting that if you initiated this study because you wanted
to gain additional information, why did you push again for a dra-
matic change in policy before the information was in?

My understanding is that in the voluntary programs that exist,
there is an overbooking, an overregistration, for participation in
these programs.

Ms. Ross. That has not always been our experience. In the volun-
tary programs, for example, in the State of Washington, the project
I described earlier, they were conducting a voluntary program in
some counties and a mandatory program in other counties. The
mandatory program had 426 participants, I believe, in the first 6
months, and the voluntary program had 10 participants. In fact, at
the end of the first year, the State requested to eliminate the vol-
untary part of the demonstration because they were having almost
no participation.

Mr. WEISS. Massachusetts has a program which has about 10,000
participation, and probably double that amount waiting to partici-
pate in the voluntary prog.run.

Ms. Ross. Well, I would contend, sir, that ET is not voluntary. I
have talked with the administrator of the AFDC Program in Mas-
sachusetts at great length because, certainly, it is a program that
has received a lot of visibility and attention. We are always pleased
when States are operating successful work programs

The fact is that the voluntary aspect of the Massachusetts pro-
gram is at the point of deciding what the participants are going to
do in terms of the kind of work activitythat is, they are allowcd a
choice, which is why it is called ET choices. They may choose to
participate in job search or some kind of work experience; they
may choose education and training; or they may choose to enter
what is called an assessment program where they look at what the
particular needs of the individuals are. But, that is the voluntary
aspect of that program.

Mr. WEISS. Well, under your program, the education aspczts will
be eliminated unless the need can be met through the JTPA pro-
gram.

Ms. Ross. The funding would be eliminated unless it is fundable
under JTPA. That is correct. I think one thing that is important to
point out, though, is that job search and CWEi activities are not
full-time activities. In our existing public education system there
are many opportunities for individuals to pursue acquisition of a
GED during the day and at night. I do not think our proposal
would prevent anyone from doing that.

Mr. WEISS. Wall, the witnesses we heard from today have indicat-
ed that one of the most important reasons for flexibility in the
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State programs is that there are significant differences in program
goals, administrative capacity, welfare characteristics, and local
economic conditions.

I assume that you agree, and that, in fact, the program that you
cite which exists in the State of Washington may be quite different
than the situation that existed in the State of Massachusetts.
Trying to impose upon Massachusetts the Washington situationa
program which may not work in Massachusetts or vice-versa. It
does not make any sense.

Ms. Ross. Well, I would agree with you, and I would say that we
are not doing that in our proposal We are allowing States flexibil-
ity to use any of the options they want to; they do not have to use
all of them, they may take any of the options. In fact, we have a
fifth option that allows the States to develop their own kind of
work initiative that would be approved by the Secretary, because
we wanted to leave the door open for creative ideas from the
States.

So, I would suggest to the States, very strongly, that we are not
attempting to force a model program across the Nation in every
single State, but, rather, to allow States the needed fleribility, as
you have described

Mr. WEISS. Will the $145 million you were proposing for this pro-
gram be adequate to cover a nationwide program?

Ms. Ross. We believe it will be adequate for the first year, for the
25-percent participation level, as I indicated in my testimony. We
would expect that the dollar costs will increase in future years as
participation rates increase.

I think it is important to point out that we also estimate that
there will be about $197 million in programmatic savings as a
result of people finding employment and leaving the rolls, and,
therefore, we are anticipating a net savings, which the States
would share in as well.

Mr. WEISS. Are you not concerned about the fact that your fig-
ures are going to show the people who currently are going on wel-
fare and leaving on a temporary basiswho stay on for 6 months,
1 year, 9 months, whatever, 2 months, and then leave? Do you
agree that is going to show the spine characteristic that currently
exists and use that as an example of a great f uccess, when, in fact,
you will have done nothing new except expended money on count-
ing the same people who currently find jobs on their own?

Ms. Ross. Well, in fact, we do not have a lot of information in
terms of people returning to the rolls. We do not generally have
that information for any kind of work activity or education activity
beyond 30 days. That is the normal tracking time for the WIN Pro-
gram.

However, in a demonstration project in North Carolina, in com-
paring the counties that participated in CWEP versus those that
did not participate, we saw a situation where there was an 11-per-
cent reduction in the number of people coming back on the rolls in
the CWEP counties.

Mr. WEISS. You do not disagree with the statistics that have been
presented to us as to the high percentage of people who use welfare
only for a very limited period of time, leave and find jobs of their
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own, that it is only a small percentage of the total AFDC recipients
who is in for a long stay? You do not disagree with that?

Ms. Ross. I believe that Bane and Ellwood said about 15 percent
of the people who go on AFDC, or at any given point in time 50
percent of the people receiving AFDC, are in the midst of an 8ii-year
or longer stay. About 50 percent of the people who go on
will have a 2-year or shorter stay.

No, sir. I would not disagree with those figures.
Mr. WEISS. OK. You are not concerned that again. what you are

going to end up doing is getting those people who are on for only a
limited period of time, showing up in your figures as great success
stories, when, in fact, they would have done exactly the same thing
without the benefit of your $145 million?

Ms. Ross. The one thing that I would like to emphasize here, and
perhaps it is because I have gone out and had personal experiences
talking to the participants who have been involved in the pro-
grams, is that it is important we not underestimate the partici-
pants themselves and their attitudes once they succeed in getting
off the welfare rolls and finding employment. Certainly, the women
and men that I have talked to that have found employment as a
result of AFDC work programs are very committed to continuing to
work, to moving up the ladder, and they view the experience as a
foot the door.

Mr. WEiss. Nobody disagrees with that.
The question is whether, in fart, your program is going to be a

giant step backward rather than a step forward. That is really the
issue.

Ms. Ross. I obviously do not believe it will be a giant step back-
ward. I do think it will be a giant step forward.

Mr. WEISS. Y ou do not have the information to be able to tell at
this point.

Ms. Ross. I believe we do, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Wziss. I understand you have another appointment.
Ms. Ross. Yes.
Mr. Wriss. Thank you very much for your presentation.
Ms. Ross. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. WEISS. The next and final panel for today will consist of

Helen Blank, director of child care for the Children's Defense
Fund; Aviva Breen, executive director of the Minnesota Commis-
sion on the Economic Status of Women; Margaret Dunkle, codirec-
tor of the Equality Center; Susan Berube, marketing coordinator of
Syncsort; and Dr. Sandy Weinbaum, director of Access for Women.

If you will find appropriate places, we will please proceed with
the testimony. you.

[Pause.]
Mr. WEISS. Ms. Blank, we are pleased to have you with us. Please

proceed with your statement.

STATEMENT OF HELEN BLANK, DIRECTOR, CHILD CARE,
CHILDREN'S DEFENSE FUND

Ms. BLANK. That is fine. I am ready. I just came from a hearing
on the Higher Education Act, because we are seeking some child
care support for mothers enrolled in institutions of higher learn-
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ing. I, again, am reinforced about the lack of support we provide to
help mothers become self-sufficient.

I think it is very important, and I appreciate the opportunity to
be here to day, and to talk about child care, as you look at how to
help AFDC mothers and other parents seek self-sufficiency. I would
like to finally set the record straight on child care.

We must not only talk about unmet needs. We find that the need
is there in study after study. In Massachusetts, they have studied
all their child care refer; al agencies, a third of the parents said
they were not finding the child care they need at a price they could
afford. Oakland, California's Child Care Impact Committee con-
ducted a child care study. Again, one-third of the parents found
that they had an adequate degree of child care support.

I would like to talk about the need for child care, as well as the
gaps in our child care policy. I would also like to talk about the
way we look at child care, and the way we look at helping parents
attain self-sufficiency because it is certainly cockeyed. I would like
to talk about where the administration comes down on all of this.

For the last 4 years, the administration has at least publicly, al-
though it has done some quiet whittling away, very strongly sup-
ported a quality preschool program, Head Start. However, when
they talk about child care for AFDC mothers participating in work-
fare and other similar programs, they fail to apply any of the prin-
ciples of child development, which we have learned from the Head
Start experience when designing child care programs. What we end
up with are custodial programs at best.

We know that child care helps mothers reach economic inde-
pendence. Study after study demonstrates this connection. A recent
Census Bureau survey found that 45 percent of single women and
36 percent of low income women said they would work if child care
were available.

In 1979, the California Post-Secondary Education Commission
cited the lack of adequate low cost child development programs as
the primary factor in the underrepresentation of ethnic minori-
ties and low income women students in higher education. Other
State studies demonstrate the same connection.

A mother- in Massachusetts talks about the importance of child
care to her ability to work:

Things ale very difficult for me financially right now, but I am glad I have not
lost my day care totally, as I thought I might at one point last year. I felt trapped in
the welfare system. Day care has given me the freedom to get an education so that I
can get employment and some day get totally out of the welfare system.

Secretary Margaret Heckler, several years ago, when she testi-
fied before the Senate Finance Committee, agreed that "availabil-
ity of adequate day care is an essential element if welfare mothers
or others with young children are to work."

We know day care is necessary to help mothers obtain training
and education and go to work. We also know something else that is
very important and should not be separated from the debate. Child
care is essential to help children be more productive adults. We
know that Head Start, and programs Head Start, make a dif-
ference.

There has been much publicity about a study conducted by
Highscope in Ypsilanti, MI, "Changed Lives." It was a 20-year fol-
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lowup of graduates of a preschool program similar to Head Start.
"Changed Lives" found that the total economic benefits for 2 years
of quality preschool to the individual child and to society as a
whole outweighed the cost by seven to one.

We have seen that programs like Head Start, with a strong
parent involvement component, can improve opportunities for low
income parents. Twenty-nine percent Head Start staff are parents
of current or former students. Head Start is a quality, comprehen-
sive child development program. It costs about $2,400 per child, for
a part day.

It assures that all the childrens' needs are met. When the admin-
istration claims it supports Head Start, and recognizes the impact
it can have on the lives of children in families, it proposes work
programs for mothers that do not provide the child :are support
that would enable their children to participato in quality child care
programs. It recommends cutting Federal programs, such as title
XX, that provide direct support for parents needing help.

It opposes Federal standards that would ensure that child care
programs, like Head Start, must meet a uniform set of standards. 1
find it terribly ironic. We are talking about the same children, the
children who meet Head Start eligibility standards, which are
below poverty level, are the same children whose mothers are
urged to participate in workfare programs using catch as catch can
child care arrangements.

Why do mothers need direct help? Why do we have A.'N fund slots
in supported child care programs? We know that most mothers are
working because they need the income. In 1983, two-thirds of
women in the work force were single, married, widowed or di-
vorced, who had husbands who earned less than $15,000.

Fifty-seven percent of employed women earn less than $10,000.
We know single mothers need help. In 1990, one in four children in
this country will grow up in a single parent household. In 1982, the
average single parent earned less than $9,000. What kind of child
care can she afford? If she wanted to enroll her child in a child
care center, she would have to pay about $3,000, which is 30 per-
cent of her income. Child care experts recommend that you pay
about 10 percent of your income for child care.

Women are essential providers of family income in households
with two wage earners. Eighty percent of women who work have
husbands who earn less than $30,000. Even more striking evidence
of the need for child care support is the fact that one out of four
children under 6 is poor. Where are they during the day?

We know child care is a shared responsibility between parents
and the private sector, and the Federal and State governments, but
we must have direct Government assistance if children are going to
get the support they need.

We are very concerned that we have a two-tiered child care
system developing. Fifty-three percent of children of higher income
parents are in preschool programs while only 29 percent of low
income children participate in such programs.

Federal budget cuts have fueled this two-tiered system. If we
look across the country at day care centers, we see the same situa-
tion. Consider Grand Rapids, MI. Talk about child care needs.
Michigan used to have a $30 million child care program before the
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title XX cutbacks. They now have approximately a $4 million pro-
gram. One Grand Rapids center used to serve 55 children, all of
whom were poor and received public subsidies. Now, they serve 31
children, none of whom receive a subsidy.

We have to have direct support to deal with this problem. A tax
credit is not sufficient if you do not have the income to pay for
child care, no matter what support you get, you cannot take it out
of pocket. Mothers in school and training are not eligible for tax
credits.

Where are we? What do we offer? We all know that title XX
social services block grant was cut 21 percent in 1981. The pain in-
flicted on families and children needing child care was extraordi-
nary. In 1983, 34 States served fewer children than they had in
1981.

We went back last year. We were curious. The media was full of
information about the need for child care. The demographics have
taken off. The majority of mothers of young children are working.
How did States respond? In 1984, 25 States were still serving fewer
children than they had in 1981. States made other reductions
which affected the quality of child care, in number of staff and in
el'gibility standards which limited families' access to child care.

What about the mothers that we are talking about this morning?
What about mothers who are seeking to gain the training or educa-
tion necessary to move towards self-sufficiency and participate in
the administration's opportunity society? States penalize these
mothers even more.

Since 1981, 21 States ha\ e made it harder for mothers in school
or training to get child care support. Nevada and Kansas do not
offer any title XX funded child care for parents in training pro-
grams.

Washington State used to provide title XX subsidies to parents
enrolled in up to 3-year training programs. What do they dr now?
Mothers beyond high school cannot get any help.

So, what do we have? We talk about welfare der.wastration pro-
grams in the State of Washington. We know of u mother who had
several children. She had alcohol problems ar, d placed her 4-year-
old child in foster care. The woman pulled herself together and
sought help from Alcoholics Anonymous. She got her family togeth-
er and was accepted to beauty school. She had finished high school,
but she could not go to beauty school. She stayed on AFDC because
4hat State provides no child care assistance to mothers who are in
school beyond high school.

Texas limits eligiE:ity for parents in school to 1 year of post-sec-
ondary education, and only provides child care support to mothers
in training who participate in State employment programs. Other
States have similar limitations.

What about other ways to provide child care? What we saw be-
tween 1981 and 1983 that was also troubling was a move by a
number of States to move our lowest income families to the IV-A
disregard. Under the IV-A disregard, welfare mothers pay for child
care out of pocket and supposedly receive a larger welfare check.

This system is riddled with problems. First of all, the money
comes out of pocket, and because of retrospective accounting, a
parent does not see it in their check for 2 months. Child care cen-
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ters which operate on a shoestring cannot help tide a family over.
Secondly, there are no standards on this care. Thirdly, the calcula-
tion method penalizes mothers on welfare versus mothers who are
receiving title XX subsidies and they often end up with less
income. Fourthly, mothers with very little income are forced to
choose between feeding their children, paying the rent, paying the
doctor bills, keeping the heat on and will generally use the lowest
cost child care possible.

Michigan was the only State that conducted a study on the ef-
fects of this transfer. They found that the two-tiered system was
being reinforced that I spoke about before. There was a decline in
the use of child care centers and an increase in the use of family
day care homes.

There is nothing wrong with family day care, but we want to
assure that preschool children, who are low income, are getting the
same kind of early learning expel; ces as higher income children.
The number of AFDC families ,.. ; center care dropped from 21
percent of the total in April 190 .. 3 percent in April 1982.

What else? I think it is very important to look at our whole child
care system as we talk about moving AFDC mothers toward inde-
pendence. The lack of resources in our child care system has led to
eligibility policies which punish poor families who have managed to
obtain child care assistance for small steps they take up an eco-
nomic ladder.

We force families to be poor and stay poor to get help in meeting
their child care needs. We have to look 9f the continuum of sup-
port to families. Our current system bounces young children, who
need continuity of care, who need stable care givers, in and out of
child care slots.

Eligibility limits in States are so tight that once you earn not
even a decent salary, but simply rise above the poverty level, your
children are bounced out of child care. In Texas, if a family earns
more than 47 percent of their median income or slightly more than
$11,000 for a family of four, it does not get any help. That is just
above the poverty level.

Up until this year, Iowa's eligibility standards were below the
poverty level. Utah is now debating whether to maintain a policy
which has eliminated all two-parent, poor families from child care
support. What are we saying to mothers?

In States that do not have a sliding scale, income guidelines,
again, penalize parents who experience small wage increases. We
talk to child care providers across the country who have parents
turning down wage increases to remain eligible for child care sup-
port.

We must encourage policies, such as Massachusetts', which says
that the continuity of care is the primary consideration in child
care.

We know that sHrtsighted policies rmited child care for moth
ers in school or training. We provide support for 1 year, but not the
second year of training programs. Women who finally receive child
care support wher. they are enrolled in training programs find that
as soon as training is over, they lose such support. They are forced,
when looking for a job (only a few States have recognized the im-
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portance of providing child care during job search), to leave chil-
dren alone or in less than satisfactory arrangements.

When they finally find work in low paying jobs, they find them-
selves at the end of a waiting list for child care assistance or that
their very low salary has made them completely ineligible for any
support. Worse yet, the children have been shifted from care giver
to care giver.

We, also, before I close, need to look at the total resource base in
our child care system. I am very concerned that we are walking on
a tightrope, and if we do not deal with this issue soon, we are going
to pay an enormous penalty with so many of our children in child
care.

Up until now, the child care system hars been primarily under-
girded by low income women. We talk about encouraging women to
have jobs and child care. What futures are we encouraging them to
pursue?

Two out of three center based care givers earn below poverty
level wages, 87 percent of family day care providers earn below the
minimum wage. What happens to children? We see enormous turn-
over such as a 41-percent turnover in a 15-month period between
1980 and 1981. Again, children cannot develop a stable relationship
with care givers and day care directors cannot even schedule train-
ing programs because they have such high turnover.

I think we also need to look at who is providing child care. We
talk about programs where mothers can provide child care for
other AFDC mothers. We know that training makes a tremendous
difference in the quality of child care.

Every study has demonstrated this fact. Some skills are neces-
sary to work with young children, although not necessarily a 2- or
4-year degree. We must look at the kind of training we are offering
our care givers. It is minimal.

Quality is also affected by standards. Two key components of
quality care are staff child ratios and group size. We have States,
such as North Carolina and Ohio, who allow one care giver to care
for eight babies. What are the tradeoffs if we want to have more
care givers?

Approximately 70 to 80 percent of a child care center's budget is
made up of salaries. So, there ic little elasticity. If we want to raise
fees to parents in order to improve quality, where are we? The av-
erage fee in child care centers is now $40 to $60 for 4-year-olds,
and, in some urban areas, over $100 for infants.

What is the median income in this country? It was $24,508 in
1983. There is not much room to maneuver if we are talking about
not spending more than 10 percent of income for child care ccsts.

The States are not going to be able to solve this problem without
increased Federal support; the private sector is not going to pay for
the cost of child care. Where are we? What is the demand?

New Mexico is serving 3,700 children with its title XX funds.
Child care services were frozen for half of this year. Yet, it esti-
mates that more than 50,000 children need child care. Louisiana
has a waiting list of 4,000 children for its title XX funded child
care slots.

Given the fact that child care is essential to improving the fu-
tures of young mothers and their children, we have to move ahead
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to build a child care system that is consistent with these dual objec-
tives.

As long as States and communities continue to have such long
waiting lists for child care programs, mothers' participation in
training programs will be stymied. If we continue to ignore the
wage, quality and affordability tradeoffs that plague our child care
system, we believe that the long-term outlook for all working par-
ents and their children is very dismal.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Blank follows:]
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Mr. Chairman, members of the Committee, I am Helen Blank,

Director of Child Care at the Children's Defense Fund. CDF is a

national public charity created to provide a longrange and

systematic voice on behalf of the nation's children. We are

organized into four program areas: education, child health,

child welfare, and child care and family support services. We

address these issues through research, public education, monitor

ing of federal and state administrative and legislative policies

and practices, network building, technical assistance to national,

state, and local groups, litigation, community organizing, and

formation of specific issue coalitions. We appreciate the

opportunity to testify on the status of child care availability

for lowincome families.
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Child care is a vital topic for families and children. Too

often, policymakers discuss child care in a vacuum. They consider

it asIa part of an initiative to heap mothers work or they examine

how child care can help further the optimum development of young

children. They fail however to recognize the inter-relationship

of the two objects,,;. This leads to contradictory child care

policies. For example, the . istration strongly supports a

quality preschool program such Head Start. However, it fails

to apply any of the principles tf child development which we have

'earned from the Head Start experience when designing child care

policies addressed to low-incore working mothers. As a result,

the child care programs advocated by the Adr'^,stration are

custodial at best.

Child care helps mothers reach economic independence

We know that high quality child care is Important for at

least two reasons. Child care is essential if women are to parti-

cipate in training programs or in jobs that allow them to move

their families toward self sufficiency. A recent Census Bureau

survey asked women who were not in the labor force whether they

would work if child care were available at a reasonable cost.

Fortyrfive percent of single women replied yes as did 36 percent

of low-income women with family incomes under $15,000. The U.S.

Commission on Civil Rights notes that the .nability to locate
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affordable child care restricts not only women's employment and

training opportunities but also their ability to participate

in federally supported education programs.

A task force appointed by the Governor surveyed Maine's

child care needs. The survey reinforced the importance of child

care as a service enabling families to move toward self-sufficiency.

*Nearly 20 percent of working parents said they would work more

if adequate affordable child care was available. More than 25

percent of the non-working parents said they would work if such

care were available. Their survey also found that in nearly 25

percent of all households with young children, one or more of the

adults was forced to quit work, was unable to take a job, or was

unable to continue training or education because of lack of child

care.*

A mother in Massachusetts talks about the importance of child

care to her ability to work:

"Things are very difficult for me financially right
now, but I'm glad I have not lost my day care totally,
as I thought I might at one point last year. I need
day care so I can work and attend school. Even though
the incentive is not there to work, I felt trapped in
the welfare system. Day care has given me the freedom
to get an education so that I can get employment and
some day get totally out of the welfare system."

Secretary Margaret Heckler shar-s this mother's sentiments:

"Availability of adequate day care is an essential element if

welfare mothers or others with young children are to work."
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Child care helps children to be more productive adults.

While child care is an essential component of any program to

encourage self-sufficiency among young families, supportive child

care is also essential to insure that young children are assured

a brighter future because they have outained the building blocks

necessary to be productive adults. Programs such as Head Start

have demonstrated that a high preschool experience can make a

difference in the future of children.

Changed Lives, a 20 ycar follow-up of graduates of a pre-

school program ke Head Start found that the total economic

benefits for two years of quality preschool to the individual

child and to society as a whole out weigh the costs by seven

to one.

It found that the preschool program helped children once they

are in school and had an impact on them for many years. Compared

to their peers without a similar experience, preschool graduates

were much more likely to graduate from high school and were less

likely to be misclassified as mentally retarded or in need of

special education. Children with preschool education did better

on standardized achievement tests in reading, language, and math,

and were more likely to go on to vocational or academic training

aftei high school.

The study also found that the advantages gained by preschoolers

continue into adulthood. They are more likely to be working and to
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be satisfied with their lobs; they spend more time employed after

graduation, and have better paying jobs than non-attendees.

'he study also found that they are less costly to society than

their peers. They were much more likely to be supporting ttlmselves

and less likely to be receivng food stamps, AFDC, Medicaid or general

welfare assistance. Preschool graduates are less likely to be in

trovt.le with the law and less likely to become teen parents than

those without preschool experience. We have also -een that

preschool programs such as Head Start with a strong parental involve-

ment component can improve opportunities for low-income parents.

Currently, 29 pe-cent of Head Start staff are parents of currert or

former Head Start children.

While the Administration claims that it supports Head Start

recognizing the impact it can have on the lives of both children

and their families, it proposes work programs 'or mothers that do

not provide the child care support that would ena,le their children

to participate in quality child care programs, recommends cutting

federal programs that provide direct support for parents needing

help, and opposes federal standards that would insure that child

care programs like Head Start meet a uniform set of standards.

It is ironic that the low-income children whose families must earn

poverby level ',ages or below to be eligible for Head Start are the

same children whose mothers are encouraged to participate in

195
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workfare programs. However, when workfare or child care for AFDC

mothers is contemplated, they are accompanied by policies such as

a $25 a week allowance for child care which allows for custodial

care at best.

Child care assistance must be provided directly

Why do mothers need direct assistance in meeting their child

care needs? The Children's Defense Fund believes that low-income

families must have access to child care support through a targeted

program that enables them to purchase high quality care. We know

that nearly all mothers are working because they need the income.

In 1983, two-thirds of all women in the labor force were single,

widowed, divorced, or had husbands who earned less than $15,000.

Fifty-seven percent of employed women earn less than $10,000.

Over 12 million children or one in five live in a single

parent family under 18 years of age headed by a single mother. By

1990 nearly one child in four will live in a single parent household,

double the 1970 rate. Half of all black children now live with their

mothers only. These female heads of households are the principal

sources of support for their families. When they work, they need

help in meeting their child care costs. In 1983, 55 percent of

the children in single headed families were poor. The average

single mother with children earned only $8,951 in 1982. She would
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have had to pay almost one-third of her income (or $3,000) to

purchase center-based child care in most communities. This is

three times as much as the ten percent of income that is considered

reasonable to pay for child care expenses. In Cleveland, 30 percent

of the calls received by the Child Care Information and Referral

Service in the first half of 1984 were from single mothers. Over

70 percent of these mothers earned less than $10,500 annually.

Women are also essential providers of family income in house-

holds with two wage earners. Among married women who work outside

the home 25 percent have husbands who earn less than $10,000. In

1983 more than 50 percent had husbands who earned less than $20,000

and nearly 80 percent had husbands who earned less than $30,000

per year.

Even more striking evidence of the need for direct support for

child care is the fact that one in four children under age six now

lives in poverty.

Obviously, child care is a shared responsibility between,

fanW.es, the government, and the private sector. However, there

is no doubt low-income women must have help from the government

if tney are to be able to purchase quality child care.

The high costs of child care are contributing to a two tier system

of care for our youngest children.

According to Dr. Sheila Kamerman: "Enrollment rates of child-

ren in preschool programs are significantly higher when mothers

have larger income and more education. Fifty-three percent of

three to four year olds with median or higher incomes attended a
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preschool program in 1982 as contrasted with only 29 percent of

those in lower-income families. Enrollment rates increase as

mothek's education levels rise and still more when mothers are

employed. Not only is there growing use of preschool as a child

care service for the three, four, and five year olds with working

mothers, but there is an especially high use by affluent, educated,

working families. Because most of these programs are private and

relatively expensive, such high use by the more affluent raises

serious questions about the consequences for those children in

lower-income families without access to such programs whether or

not their mothers work.'

Budget cuts fuel the development of a two tier system.

Federal, state, and local budget cuts have placed great strains

on child care centers and family day crre homes already receiving

fragmented and inadequate support. In order to keep their doors

open, some child care centers have begun to serve fewer low-income

children and families. New policies have eliminated child care for

these families or resulted in fees that poor families cannot pay.

Centers have switched to a greater number of high income families

who can pay. This pattern can be seen across the country.

o In January 1980, two child care centers in Black
i Hawk Cointy, Iowa, served a total of 42 fee-paying

children and 58 pcor children subsidized under
Title XX. In November 1982, the centers served
60 children whose parents paid full costs and only
42 children who received Title XX assistance.
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o In Wilmington, Delaware, the Salvation Army opened
a centec to serve the children of working poor
families. Recently, it faced the prospect of
closing because of dwindling enrollment. About
two-thirds of its children used to be subsidized
by Title XX, now only about one-third receive
subsidies.

o A Grand Rapids, Michigan, day care center used to
serve 55 children, all of whom received public
subsidies. Now the center serves 31 childdren,
none of whom receives a subsidy.

Allowing a child care allowance that is not sufficient to

cover the costs of quality child care +.111 not help alleviate

this two tier system.

A Dependent Care Tax Credit, which is our largest child

care program, costing over $2 billion, and available to all

families regardless of income can provide important help to

lower-middle income families but it will also not affect the

discrepancy which is described by Dr. Kamerman. Families with

limited disposable income are simply not the primary benefici-

aries of this approach to subsidy. Young mothers enrolled in

school or training programs with little or no income cannot

use a tax credit to help them meet their "Mild care needs.

Federal Support for Child Care has diminished

The Title XX Social Service Block Grant, the largest source

of direct federal support for child care and other services for

children and families, is funded at $2.7 billion, $600 million

less than its funding level would be if it had not been cut 21

percent in 1981. Even before the cuts, Title XX had experienced
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minimal increases since it was first authorized in 1976. If infla-

tion is taken into account, the FY 1984 authorization for Title XX

should have been $4.5 billion. Furthermore, if population changes

are considered, the level would have to be increased to $4.9 billion.

The cut made in Title XX in 1981 resulted in 34 states lowering

spending for child care between 1981 and 1983. Sixteen states cut

their Title XX child care expenditures more than 21 percent.

Despite growing interest in child care, by the fall of 1984 half

the states were still spending less for child care than they had

in 1981.

Between 1981 and 1933:

o 31 states accomplished reductions in the number
of children served by making it harder for families
to become eligible.

o 19 states increased fees for services, imposed
minimum fees or allowed copayments for Title
XX child care.

o 24 states reduced funds for trainir child care
workers.

o 33 states lowered their child care standards for
Title XX programs.

o 32 states cut back on their number of child care
staff to monitor and license programs. Texas now
has 240 employees responsible for regulating over
26,000 child day care providers. In 1977 there
were approximately 10,000 child care facilities in
Texas and 600 employees in the licensing division.
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Child care help for mothers seeking to gain the training necessary
to obtain jobs and income to move their families out of poverty is

now even harder to find.

"ince 1981, twenty-one states have made it more difficult

for low-income mothers in school or training programs to be

eligible for Title XX funded child care. Nevada and Kansas no

longer offer any Title XX funded child care to parents in training

program. Washington State used to provide Title Xx sutsidies to

parents enrolled in two-year training programs. Now child care

subsidies are limited to parents in high school. To cut corners,

Arkansas designated parents in training programs as the state's

lowest rriority for Title Xx child care assistance. Texas limits

eligibility for parents in school to one year of post-secondary

education and only provides child care support to mothers in train-

ing who participate in state employment programs. Alabama just

this year eliminated child care support for mothers in training or

those seeking employment.

Delaware limited its Title XX child care subsidies for a

number of women in school or training programs.

o A Delaware mother was forced to drop out of school,
where she was studying accounting and computers, in
order to wegain eligibility for child care. Now
she's working attaching yokes to men's shirts in a
sewing factor and earns little more than the minimum
wage. She says, "I just had higher expectations

' for myself and my kids'.
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The following mothers are also not atypical:

o A Washington State single parent mother with three
young children ages eight, four, and one struggled
to keep her family together and move off dependence

; on welfare. A year and a half ago, she placed her
four year old in foster care because she could not
handle his discipline problems. She turned to
Alcoholics Anonymous to help her cope with her own
alcohol problem. A parentaide volunteer group
also helped her. She grew stronger and took her
son back home. She also received a scholarship to
attend a beauty school. However, the lack of child
care for mothers on AFDC who are enrolled in training
programs in Washington has not made it possible for
her to take advantage of the scholarship. She sought
to attend a beauty school. However, the lack of child
care for mothers on AFDC who are enrolled in training
programs in Washington has not made it possible for
her to take advantage of the scholarship.

o Jane Anderson had a baby in the fall of her senior
year in high school. She earned her high school
diploma by attending special classes for adolescent
parents that included a nursery for the babies.
Jane married the baby's father but it did not work
and Jane left home with her child.

After a year of dependence on AFDC Jane 'sided to
go to a school so she could eventually support her
child and herself. In May she applied for an
educational grant and got on the waiting list for
child care assistance so she could go to school in
September. When she checked on child care assistant'
in August she was told that funds were still not
available. In November a staff member called Jane
and told her funds were available. Jane reported
that she had forfeited her educational grants because
she could not pay for child care herself.

o Hrs. Brown's husband left her with two preschool
children. She tried to find a job to support the
children and herself. Because she lacked formal
training or special skills the jobs open to her
were at the minimtm wage level. Her gross income
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would be $580 and her child care would cost $365.

Taxes and work expenses would take up part of the

remaining $215. She wants to work to preserve her
self-esteem and dignity so she applied for child

care assistance. Her name was added to the waiting
list and she was advised that it might be a year

before funds were available for her child care.

Mrs. Brown then decided to go to school so she could

increase her job potential. She needed child care
assistance in order to go to school and, ayain, her

name was put on the waiting list and she was told
she may have to wait for a year. To survive
financially, Mrs. Brown applied for and received

AFDC payments of $500 a month.

Focusing on the child care needs of mothers in training

programs is important if self - sufficiency is a goal. However,

it is equally important to ensure the continuance of adequate

child care services to lower-income mothers who have completed

training programs. Here the picture is also bleak.

A move by a number of states to support our lowest income children

--those whose working families are eligible for AFDCthrough the

Title IV-A Child Care Disregard is troubling.

Since 1981 Colorado, Hawaii, Kansas, Michigan, Montana, North

Dakota, Rhode Island, South Dakota, Vermont, and Washington State

have completely shifted funding for child care for employed

families receiving AFDC from Title XX to AFDC's Title IV-A Child

Care Disregard.

The way in which these two programs work, however, is very

d'fferent. Under Title XX, the family's child care costs are

paid for either through a contract or grant with a particular

child care center or family day care home or through a voucher
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to the family. Unger the Title IV-A disregard, the family must

make its own child care arrangements and pay out-of-pocket for

these services. The state then 'disregards these child care

expenses (subtracts them from the family's earned income) when

calculating the amount of the family's AFDC grant. This results

in the family's receiving a larger AFDC grant, or 'reithursenent

for its child care costs.

Unlike Title XX, the Title IV-A Child Care Disregard is open

ended. The federal government will reimburse states for at least

50 percent of tneir costs for AFDC benefits regardless of how high

the total cost climbs.

Thus, states presumably can use AFDC to pay for at least part

of the child ca-e costs of low-income working families on AFDC

and free up their limited Title XX dollars for other services.

This would appear to be a creative approach to child care financing.

However, there are serious drawbacks to the Child Care Dis-

regard that result in the program's funding an unstructured and

inadequate child care system for poor families.

The reasons that the Title IV-A Disregard does not work

for families are numerous. First, families are limited to a

maximum child care disregard of only 5160 a month per child,

regardless of the cost of care. States can set even lower maxi-

mums for part-time care. This limits families' access to quality

care that may actually cost far more.
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Second, child care centers that receive Title XX funding

must meet minimum state or other Jpplicable standards regarding

the qqality of care they provide. Under Title IV-A, families

must locate their own sources of child care, which often are not

required to meet similar standards for quality.

Third, through the Title IV-A Disregard, families with

exceedingly low incomes are reimbursed after the fact for child

care expenses. Because a family's current AFDC benefits are

calculated on the family's expenses for the previous month,

these benefits may not reflect increases in current child care

costs.

Often, a family's day care costs are not reflected in the

AFDC grant until two months later. However, welfare families

cannot afford to carry this expense in the interim. And many

child care programs, which are also operating on limited budgets,

cannot wait one or two months for the family to receive its

AFDC check and pay for services provided.

Fourth, AFDC benefits in most states are intolerably low,

failing to provide even a maximum level of decency. A family's

out-of-pocket costs for child care must compete with other, even

more basic needs, such as heat, food, and clothing. Because the

$160 a month cap on child care deductions does not reflect the

real cost of care--which often ranges between $2,200 and $3,200

a year for center-based programs in urban areas--a family must
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be willing to make up the difference if it chooses care in a child

care center. Poor working families on AFDC simply cannot afford

to make up this difference. Only four states, New York, Colorado,

Wisconsin, and Iowa, make Title XX funds available to supplement

the AFDC money a family has available for child care expenditures.

Finally, because of the method in which the Child Care Disregard

is used to calculate a family's AFDC grant, these families can end

up with less available income than working AFDC families who

receive child care support through Title XX. The Child Care

Disregard is subtracted from a family's earned income before the

$30 and 1/3 disregard (which increases the size of a family's

AFDC grant by disregarding $30 and 1/3 of the family's earnings

before the size of the grant is calculated). Because a family's

child care expenses are subtracted from its earnings first, the

size of the $30 and 1/3 disregard is lowered. If, on the other

hand, the family's child care costs were paid through Title XX,

the family could receive a larger $30 and 1/3 disregard for

working families after they have been on AFDC for four months.)

gzny state officials express concern that funding child care

through Title IV-A results in an inadequate catch-as-catch-can

system for low-income children. 'Cost of Day Care in FY '82:

Savings of the Transfer to IV-A,' a study by the Michigan

Department of Social Services, is the sole formal analysis on

the effects of the switch to funding child care with Title IV-A
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rather than Title XX. It reveals a decline in the use of child care

centers and a corresponding increase in the use of family day care

homes? The number of AFDC families using center care dropped from

21.2 percent of the total in April 1981 to 5 percent in April 1982.

Policies punish families who make small steps toward independence.

The lack of resource in our child care system has also led to

eligibility policies which punish poor families who have managed

to obtain child care assistance for small steps that they take up

an economic ladder. Families are forced to be poor and stay poor

if they want adequate child care for their children.

As we evaluate the need for supportive child care policies

for families in welfare or training programs, we need to step back

and look at the continuum 'of support to families. Our current

system bounces very young children in and out of programs and

frustrates their parents who are struggling to move ahead and

participate in an "opportunity society*.

Even before 1981, families earning little more than poverty-

level wages were not eligible for child care assistance in many

states. For example, Texas limits child care subsidies to

families earning 47 percent or less of the state's median income,

or $11,006 for a family of four. While Iowt, until this year,

limited help to families earning 38 percent of their median income

which is below the poverty level.
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In states that do not have a sliding scale for eligibility,

income guidelines penalize parents who experience small wage

increases. Mothers refuse promotions because even a minimal pay

increase can lead to the loss of s $2,500 child care subsidy. A

very frustrated New Orleans child care provider describes hard

working mothers earning less than poverty-level wages who lose

eligibility for child care support and are forced to move their

children from familiar caregivers and friends to less costly and

less supportive child care arrangements. We know that continuity

of care is a very important principle for young children. It is

extremely damaging to be shifted from caregiver to caregiver.

Yet our child care policies fail to take this into account. We

must encourage sound policies such as Wisconsin which allows

families earning up to 70 percent of the state's median income to

be eligible for child care assistance initially. Once families

receive help, they are allowed to earn up to 84 percent of the

median income. Massachusetts makes continuity of care a primary

consideration in their eligibility policies.

Short-sighted policies limit child care for mothers enrolled

in school or training programs. While some states deny any support

for mothers seeking skills beyond high school, others may limit

child care assistance to one year making it impossible to complete

a two-year degree or training program. Women fortunate enough to

receive help in meeting their child care needs often find that
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such support ends immediately after they complete their training.

They are left with no child care while they search for a job. When

they do find work in low paying 'jobs, they face a waiting list for

child care assistance or find that their very low salaries are

still too high to receive child care assistance. Worse yet, if

child care support is not continued from training through

employment, children are again shifted among different caregivers.

Inadequate resources forces other unpalatable trade-offs.

A discussion of how to facilitate access to supportive child

care must touch upon other issues which characterize our child care

system and present additional serious and unpalatable choices.

The first involves the wages paid to caregivers. Low-income women

themselves now provide the largest subsidy utdergirding our child

care system.

Two out of three center-based providers earn below poverty

level wages. Family day care providers earn even less. As a

result the turnover in child care is very high - 41.7 percent in a

fifteen month period in 1980-1)81. We pay a high price for this

turnover. Children are unable to develop a stable relationship

with their caregivers. Child care directors also report that it

is even difficult to schedule training programs which are

intimately linked to quality because of this rapid turnover. This

problem will intensify as women continue to enter the labor force

and take jobs which are more remunerative than child care.
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Quality is obviously also affected by the standards that child

care programs must meet. Two key components of quality care are

staffAthild ratios and group size. If more caregivers are required,

programs must shoulder an additional salary. What is the trade-off?

North Carolina allows a single caregiver to be responsible for

eight or nine infants. Can one person carry eight infants out in

the case of a fire? Lowering staff/child ratios, raising caregiver

qualifications, requiring more costly equipment or nutritious meals

are all items that add costs to the budgets of child care programs.

There is little elasticity in these budgets since approximately 7U

to 75 percent is taken up by wages.

The lack of resources in child care results in a constant

trade-off between costs or affordability, quality, and caregiver

wages. Raising wages involves raising fees. The average fee

parents pay in child care centers ranges between $40 and $60 for

four year olds while center-based infant care can cost over $100

in urban areas. Since most parents cannot afford to pay more than

ten percent of income for child care and the median family income

was approximately $24,508 in 1983, there is not much room to manuever

this fee schedule. Median family income has actually declined by

over nine percent in real terms over the last five years. It was

$26,8135 in 1979.

The states will not be able to solve this problem without

increased federal support. While some states have approved

incremental increases to child care budgets this year, the gaps

that need to be filled are large.

210



205

o A report prepared for the governor of Maine by
the Child Care Task Force reveals that 500 children
age five or younger spent tine during a typical
week caring for themselves. Another 2,500 children
under age three and 1,000 children ages three to
five were sometimes left at home alone, with only a
neighbor or friend occasionally looking in on them.
Almost 25,000 Maine children, ages six through 12,
spent an average of more than four hours caring for
themselves during a typical week.

o New Mexico is serving approximately 3,700 children,
but estimates that more than 50,000 children need
child care.

o Cuyahoga County, Ohio, estimates that an additional
$8.2 million would be needed to serve the number of
families who need assistance with child care. It

currently spends $9.1 million a year for child care
assistance.

o Recent data from Massachusetts' resource and referral
programs suggests that only about a third of the
states families needing day care are able to find
the kind of care they want at a price they can afford.

o Oakland California's Child Care Impact Committee
found almost one-third of surveyed parents were
forced to take whatever they could find. Only a
third thought they had an adequate degree of choice.

o Louisiana has a waiting list of 4,000 children for
its Title XX funded child care services.

Given the fact that child care is essential to improving both

the futures of young mothers and their children, we must move ahead

to build a child care system that is consistent with these dual

objectives. As long as states and communities continue to have

such*long waiting lists for child care programs, mothers participa-

tion in training programs will be stymied. If we continue to ignore
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the wage, quality, and affordability trade-offs which plagues our

child care system, the long-term outlook for all working parents

and their children is indeed dismal.
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APPENDIX

Key components of a training program

'EDF believes that any education or training program must be

limited to voluntary participation and include at least eight key

components:

1) An individualized assessment and plan for each program
participant that address their unique educational,
employment training, and supportive services needs;

2) A strong rer.edial education program which ensures each
participant, where appropriate, a high school diploma
or equivalent;

3) A meaningful program of job counseling, peer support,
employment readiness, and job placement that ensures
participants not only the necessary skills for long
term employment but the confidence necessary to
function and remain in a job;

4) A range of supportive services, including but not
limited to appropriate child care, health care, and
transportation, necessary to enable the young mothers
to participate effectively in the program;

5) Transitional services, including child care and
medical assistance, to help a young mother and her
family progress from the education and training
program to full participation in the workforce;

6) Active and effective outreach to ensure program
participation;

7) Coordination of the program with various other
federally funded social service and employment
programs and other community service providers; and

0) A series of protections whereby participants in
the program or their children will not be disadvan-
taged financially or otherwise.

The limited evidence available to date from sites in Massa-

chusetts, New Jersey, Utah and other states, shows Chat compre-

hensive education and training programs can work to move young

mothers toward increased self-sufficiency. The importance of

education to future economic progress has also been well documented.
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Mr. WEISS. Thank you very much, Ms. Blank.
Let me make a welcome note of the presence of our colleague

from Michigan, Mr. Levin.
Mr. LEVIN. Thank you. I am sorry I missed the earlier testimony,

but I will be reading all of the testimony with interest, and I un-
derstand before I arrived, there was some further

Mr. WEISS. We have lots of good testimony.
Mr. LEVIN. I will look forward to reading that.
Mr. WEISS. I know how hectic your schedule is, and thank you

for participating.
Mr. LEVIN. I will need to read the transcript, too.
Mr. WEISS. Ms. Breen.

STATEMENT OF AVIVA BREEN, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR, COMMIS-
SION ON THE ECONOMIC STATUS OF WOMEN, STATE OF MIN-
NESOTA

Ms. BREEN. Thank you for the opportunity to address you. I will
try not to repeat the statistics which Helen gave you because you
have heard them a lot, but maybe it is good to hear them again
anyway, so it reminds us how important they are and that we have
to disagree a little bit with the suggestion that child care needs are
overstated.

I think it is really important for policymakers to focus on the
conditions that face mothers with young children because if we do
not do that, we really are operating in a vacuum and we are not
looking at reality.

There are three demographic changes that have made child care
so essential, and they are not going to change.

One is the increase in labor force participation rates of women.
The other is the increase in the number of single parents, and,

finally, the increase in the number of two-earner families.
I know you have heard this many times, and I will tell you only

that in Minnesota, 64 percent of all Minnesota women are in the
labor force. Eighty-three percent are female heads of families with
school-age children that are in the labor force. Eighty-three per-
cent. That is basically everyone.

And, even for married mothers with children, we are talking
about 65 percent with school-age children.

So, we have children who need care because their parents are
working. These figures do not include the growing numbers of
women in job training, in vocational education, or in 2- and 4-year
degree programs. In fact, almost three-fourths of the children in
child care programs are there because their mothers work or are in
school.

And, in addition, as you heard, parents are decreasingly using
home or family members for child care, and are becoming more re-
liant on formal structures. Well, that brings with it an e...tra finan-
cial burden.

A 20-year-old woman today can expect to spend close to 30 years
in the labor force, regardless of whether she is married and regard-
less of whether she has children. Ce course, we know also that
more of the people who are poor today live in families where a
woman is the main provider.
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Female-headed single parent families are 42 percent of all fami-
lies in poverty in Minnesota, but only 11 percent of all families.
Median income for married couple families was $23,800. For
female-headed families with children, it was $9,200.

And, in addition, of course, the number of single female-headed
families is increasing so enormously, 46 percent from 1970 to 1980.
We do not have more recent figures, but we know that the num-
bers are growing, and I suspect Minnesota is not unique. It is a
group which is of special concern to us and the commission because
it is growing so quickly and because it is so economically vulnera-
ble.

And, although not all female-headed families have children, it is
primarily the presence of children that contributes to their pover-
ty. And, female-headed families are more likely than any other
family type to have at least one child at home.

They are also far less likely, than other families, to include more
than one worker. We have talked a lot about the two-earner fami-
lies and two-parent families, and working mothers and married
families. Sixty-one percent of the Minnesota families have two or
more earners. But, the two-parent married couple family with chil-
dren and only one earner now represents less than 25 percent of all
families in Minnesota.

Clearly, the statistics show us that we have to look seriously at
the growing need for more affordable, quality child care. There are
no Federal requirements that States provide child care, even to low
income families. But, there are many requirements for participa-
tion in employment and training

Minnesota is taking some initial steps toward including child
care overall in an employment strategy. The 1985 legislative ses-
sion took three steps, which I think will strengthen the commit-
ment to child care for low-income parents, but I have to stress to
you that the funding is not adequate to even begin to do what the
legislature decided to do.

First, funding for child care has been included in the employ-
ment and training programs that the legislature adopted. That is,
mention of child care, acknowledgment of the need for child care,
and I will go into some of those in detail. But, the funding is inad-
equate to deal with all those who would need it.

The administration of child care funds has been transferred from
the department of human services to the department of jobs and
training, and while that may sound like a cosmetic change, the
notion is to begin to look at child care as part of an employment
strategy. It is not a social service that we d.o for people who need
something special.

Child care is part of what we look at when we look at services
that go along with employment. Finally, for the first time, counties
are going to be required to participate in the State Sliding Fee
Child Care Program. We have 87 counties in Minnesota, and we
have had the Sliding Fee Program since 1976, and approximately
27 counties participate. Some counties have participated and
dropped out because the funding was not adequate, the subsidy
from the State is not adequate; some dropped out because they did
not need child care in the county, they indicated; and others
dropped out for a variety of reasons.
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In any case, it will be interesting to see what happens now that
counties are required to participate. I will tell you that the legisla-
ture appropriated a total of $10.2 million for child care funding in
the State. An estimate of the amount needed to fully fund the Slid-
ing Fee Child Care Program in 1983 was $43 million.

So, with the increased number of people who needand 10.2 is
triple the amount that was funded in the last biennium. So, we are
doing very well. We have tripled the amount. Now, we are at 25
percent of what we need, maybe, and probably the numbers who
need it have increased. So, we are maybe less than 25 percent.

I included in my testimony some examples of programs that have
acknow)edged the need for child carp and that are using it in Min-
neapolis. The Job Training Partnership Act Program spent 80 per-
cent of its support services money on child care.

Interestingly, that prolicram could not meet its goals for the
placement of women until it began to use that money for child
care, and once it did, it was able to meet its goals. It is the only
program in the State that used its money for child care. In fact, we
looked at some JTPA plans which indicated that they were not
planning to serve women because there are other programs that
served women. So, the gamut that we run from those that acknowl-
edge the need for child care to those that do not even want to start
by serving women is very great, and I think we have a lot of atti-
tudes to deal with in terms of how necessary and important child
care is and whether it really goes along with the need for jobs pro-
grams.

I have a lot of information in my testimony about the Sliding
Fee Child Care Program. I think you probably understand what
that is, the concept is very simple. The dollars are provided by the
State, the county has to match 5 percent this year and 15 percent
in the years to come, and the county will administer its own pro-
gram, although now they are all required to participate.

The money is available to AFDCin order to be eligible you
have to be on AFDC, have household income below the eligibility
level for AFDC, or be between 70 and 90 percent of the State
median. If you are at that third category, that is where the slide
begins, and the more you earn, the more you pay, until you are off
the program.

The child care has to be needed to keep employment or to obtain
training or education needed to find new employment. Thnse are
very broad words and counties interpret them very differently, and
they do that because they do not have enough money to serve ev-
erybody. For example, in Hennepin, which is the county that Min-
neapolis is in and is our most populous county, they have got some
very interesting rules about education and who is going to get the
money because they have such a long waiting list.

If you are doing real well and you are working, you are probably
not going to get sliding fee money because you are going to make it
anyway. If you are not making very much, you are probably not
going to get sliding fee money because you are not going to last in
your job very long.

So, if you are in the middle, you will probably be eligible for slid-
ing fee money because you are the one that will be able to use it
best. We canwe make a lot of jokes and get pretty cynical about
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it. On the other hand, I am sympathetic to the county because it is
no less arbitrary than any other system they are going to use to tfy
and figure out how to make the dollars go where there are just not
enough of them.

But, the progl cen is cost-effective. There has been some analysis
of the program that shows that for every $1,000 spent, that is the
total benefit, including taxes withheld from the working parent
and an estimate of savings in AFDC payments, the benefit was
$1,637. This was a small sample that the study was done on, but
what has happened is that is a very cost-effective program, and it
would be wonderful to expand it, if we II; .d $43 million to fully
fund it, but we do not.

On the other hand, if our goal is to see people who have jobs or
have an opportunity to get jobs or who can get some training to get
jobs, become self-sufficient and remain that way, it is going to take
a big investment of money in child care funds, and I think we
really have to acknowledge that

Minnesota is planning to amend its State AFDC plan to use
AFDC special needs money to provide child care and transporta-
tion. But, up until this year, the appropriation for AFDC special
needs has been $150,000, and that money was usually used up in
the first 2 weeks that it was available.

Now, the appropriation is $650,000, but I hardly think that that
will go far enough to deal with all the child care needs. But, it is a
start.

Finally, in the employment and training legislation that we
passed this year, income maintenance and support services is de-
fined to include child care. The commissioner is supposed to receive
a report from each county on the performance and effectiveness of
the provision of the support services including child care.

AFDC recipients are a priority category for placement in subsi-
dized jobs, and at least 25 percent of all the State and Federal
funds appropriated for the work incentive program, if it continues,
must be spent for direct client services, including child care.

Finally, for the first time ever, a request for direct funding of
child care services in vocational technical schools, community col-
leges, and the State university system was made before our higher
education committee, and although they asked for an amount
which would have served quite a number of children, the legisla-
ture did not c:.00se to fund that this year, but I think it is another
place we have to look.

We look at women getting into nontraditional jobs and improv-
ing the opportunities to make enough to stay off public assistance
programs. We cannot do it if we do not assist them with their child
care.

The need is documented but the funding is tenuous, and if we
look at those programs in a vacuum, we are not going to ever have
enough.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Breen follows:]
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Child care is one of the most significant issues of the 1980's
for women and their families. Policy makers must focus attention on

the conditions facing mothers with young children and the needs these

women must satisfy to provide the family life they desire for their

children. There are three demographic changes that have made child care

more essential than ever before: an Increase in labor force participation

rates of women. an increase In the number of single parents, and an

increase In the number of two earner families.

Labor Force Participation Rates

The dramatic Influx of women Into the labor force In the last ten

years is continuing. Women in Minnesota now constitute 43% of the total

labor force. In 1980. 64% of all Minnesota women were in the labor force

and the numbers continue to grow. While labor force participation Is

hi -her for female headed families - 83% for those with school age childreu.

the rate Is 65% for married mothers with school age children. In fact.

overall. 72% of single mothers with children and 58% of married mothers

with children under 18 are in the labor force. These figures do not

Include the growing numbers of women who are In Job training, vocational

education, or two or four year degree programs whose child care needs are
also often unmet. Almost three-fourths of the children in child care

programs are there because their mothers work or are In school. In addition.

parents are decreasingly using home or family members for child Care and

are becoming more reliant on formal structures such as child care centers.
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This brings with it an extra financial burden.

The majority of women work because of economic need. Neariy two

thirds of ail women in the civilian labor force in March 1984 were either

singie (never married. 262). divorced (112). widowed (52), separated (42).

or had husbands whose 1983 incomes were less than $15,000 (192). A

twenty year old woman today can expect to spend close to thirty years

in the paid labor force, regardless of whether she marries and regardless

of whether she has children.

Single Parent Families

Most of the people who are poor today live in families where a woman

is the main provider. Female-headed single parent families constitute

42% of all famiiies in poverty in Minnesota, even though they are only

112 of all families with children. The disparities in Income are dramatic.

The median income of married couple families with children in 1979 was

$23,800. For female-headed families with children it was $9,200. in

addition, the number of female-headed families increased by 462 from 1970

to 1980 in Minnesota. And 1 suspect Minnesota is not unique.

This group of female single parents is a group of special concern

because it is growing so quickly and because it is so economically vulnerable.

Although not all female-headed families have children, it is primarily the

presence of children that contributes to poverty for this group. And. In fact,

female-headed families are more likely than any other family type to have

at least one child at home.

Female-headed families are far less likely than other families to

include more than one worker. Hard times are chronic for the female family

head in the labor force. Since lower income families spend a larger

proportion of their income for child care, the availability of child care

and the affordability of quality child care are significant issues which

deal directly with the economic well-being of women and chiidren.
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Two Earner Families

Women's employment is crucial to the family. In 1982 nationally

more than 2.5 million wives were the only employed members of their

families. Between 1978 and 1981 the percentage of unemployed husbands

whose families included no other earner declined by more than 10%. On the

other hand, the number of female-headed single parent families increased.

81% of Minnesota families have two or more earners. The two parent married

couple family with children and only one earner now represents less than

25% of all families in Minnesota.

The additional income from the wife's employment has enabled many

families to maintain their purchasing power during periods of high inflation

or recession. The implications for the economy are clear. A study by the

National Bureau of Economic Research reported In Business Week showed that

dual wage earner families spend about 54% more on clothing than single

earner families, 45% more on durable goods such as automobiles, home

furnishings and appliances, 34% more on transportation, 2% more on food

and 4% more on services. The significance of the difference that occurs

when there are two earners in the family is obvious when we compare median

incomes for single parent and two parent families.

Clearly these statistics show us that we must look seriously at the

growing need for more affordable, quality child care and assess the best

way to ensure that everything is done to enable working parents, especially

single mothers to accommodate the sometimes conflicting demands of family

and job.

There are no federal requirements that states provide child care,

even to low income families. Yet there are many requirements for participation

in employment and training. Minnesota is taking some initial steps toward

Including child care in an overall employment strategy. Three actions were

taken in the 1985 legislative session which will strengthen the commitment

to child care for low Income parents. First, funding for child care has been

included In several employment and training programs. Although the funding

is inadequate tc serve all those who would be eligible, it Is a start.
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Second, administration of the child care funds has been transferred

from the Department of Human Services to the Department of Jobs and

Training. This is more than a cosmetic change. It facilitates the

coordination of participation in Jobs programs with the need for child

care. Finally, for the first time, counties are required to participate

in the state Sliding Fee Child Care Program.

Following is a description of some steps Minnesota is taking to

address child care needs.

1. Job Training Partnership Act

The Minneapolis JTPA program has allocated and spent, for the fiscal

year Just ended, $132,077 of its $158,000 of support services money for

chiid care for its participants. This amounts to 80% of the total amount.

It is significant that once child care dollars were made available, more

opportunities were available for low income women and their participation

increased. In fact, the director of the program indicated to me that she believes

without making child care available the program is discriminatory, providing

opportunities for women without children, but not for women with children.

2. Minnesota Emergency Employment Development Act

The emergency Jobs program passed by the 1983 legislature Included

funds specifically allocated for child care for participants. All of the

dollars appropriated for child care were used.

3. Sliding Fee Child Care

The sliding fee child care program provides a subsidy to low income

parents who are in employment, training, or, on a limited basis, work

search. The concept is simple. The dollars are provided primarily by

the state, with.a match from the county (5% in 1985, and 15% thereafter).

The county administers its own program and until the 1985 legislation

each county had the option of deciding whether or not to participate.

Beginning August 1, 1985 participation is mandatory statew:de.
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In order to be eligible a family must be receiving AFDC, have

household income below the eligibility level for AFDC, or hare household

income between 70 and 90% of the state median income. In addition, child

care must be needed to keep employment or to obtain the training or education

needed to find employment. The sliding fee program pays the difference

between the cost of child care and the amount the parent is required to

pay based on household income. The share paid by the parent increases

as household income increases. The law allows a county to set a maximum

rate for payment to a child care provider at 125% of the median rate for

child care in that county.

An analysis of the program in St. Paul in March, 1984 showed that for

every $1,000 spent, the benefit to the state, including taxes withheld

from the working parent and an estimate of savings in AFDC payments, was

$1,637. Evaluation of the program by the Department of Public Welfare

(now the Department of Human Services) concluded that the program has had

an impact on reducing the dependence of participants on public assistance

and that the cost of assisting these families on sliding fee is less than

the cost for other public assistance subsidies.

The cost of the program is high, but the program is extremely cost

effective. The estimated cost of providing child care to all eligible

families in fiscal year 1985 statewide was $43,000,000. The legislature

made $10.2 million available. Cost benefit factors indicate that the net

effect of the program is to produce tax revenue for the state. If the

ultimate goal is to see working members of society remain self-sufficient

and productive taxpayers, investment in sliding fee child care is a positive

step. The program provides low income families with an opportunity to

keep employment in the private sector and become independent without having

to sacrifice the quality of care received by their children.

4. AFDC Special Needs

Minnesota intends to amend its state AFDC plan to use AFDC

special needs money to provide child care, transportation, tuition and

items associated with education and employment.
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5. 1985 Employment and Training Legislation.

The 1985 legislation governing employment and training programs

administered by the new Department of Jobs and Training contains several

provisions which expand and emphasize the commitment to child care in

connection with jobs and training programs.

a. income maintainance and support services is defined to include

child care.

b. The performance and effectiveness of the provision of these

support services are to be reviewed by the commissioner.

c. Coordination of data base and information systems is required

in order to improve performance and effectiveness of the delivery

of support services.

d. AFDC recipients are now a priority category for placement in

subsidized jobs.

e. At least 25% of all state and federal money appropriated to

the work incentive program must be spent for direct client

services including child care, transportation, institutional

training and on the job training.

f. Counties are required 'a maintain their effort with respect to

child care services now funded by federal, state and county dollars.

g. The annual plan which must be submitted by local services units

must contain a section dealing with the use of sliding fee child

care.

6. Higher Education.

This year, for the first time, a request for direct funding of child

care programs in vocational technical schools, community colleges and state

universities (other than the University of Minnesota) was made to the Nigher

Education Committees in the Minnesota legislature. The Board of Vocational

Technical Education, for example, reque'sted 51.5 million dollars which would

have funded 780 children in the 33 vocational technical schools. One of

those schools estimated enrollment would increase by 10% if the funds were

available. Inquiries about child care come from one of every three enrolling

students. Although the legislature did not fund this request, it is clear
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that if vocational education is to be a road to better jobs for low

income women, child care needs must also be met.

The need for child care is well documented. Its tenuous f.inding is

also apparent. A recent study of the impact of the 1981 changes in AFDC

on former recipients in Hennepin County produced a disturbing finding. While

75% of the former recipients who had been terminated because of excess

earnings continued to remain off AFDC and working, many indicated that they

were only able to do so by reducing the quality of child care. In some

cases this meant using neighbors, friends or relatives, or older siblings.

In other cases it meant leaving children alone.

If the desire to remove barriers to self-sufficiency is sincere,

then this need cannot be ignored. Our goals cannot be successful if

employment and training programs exist in a vacuum. If these programs

do not contain adequate funds for child care they will not help low income

women.
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State of Minnesota
Council on Economic Status of Women

State Capitol
St. Paul, Minnesota

December 12, 1984

I am writing to you because I just do not know where else to turn.

Let me introduce myself. I am a divorced mother of tvo young children, ages

4i and 3. Because of being a single parent and wanting to keep my house, my
children, and my sanity I am a full-time worker. I cake what some would call

a "decent' wage for a woman ($7.25 br) Recently I asked for a raise and soon

will receive another .52c per hour.

The backvound on my problem is this: My children are not yet school age, therefore

I rust 'Ind a "day-care" for them, I love my children and cam very concerned

about their rental happiness es much as their physical happiness. A bad them

going to a neighbor and payed her 380.00 per week, Because she ie cut licensed

I cannot cleft this money on my taxes. My children did not enjoy soh.% there

because there was a lack of structure and caring in their day. I had ts' listen

to them all evening and every morning fuss and cry because they did not lout to
go to "Jane's" house. (a false name) Thinking tbst my oldest will be ster,tng
kindergarten next fall I had to make arrangements to get him too and from silsool.

Zane was also going to raise her price, so I finally acted. MY children are sow

at the neighborhood Daybridge Learning Center. They enjoy going there, and

are much happier, and I do not worry about them being bored.

My dilemma is this: The Learning center is costing me $140.00 a week. I

take home little over $200.00 per week. Bow in the world can I afford this
better day-care service, pay beet, gas, suitor, phone, put gas in the csr and
keep it in running order, and put food on the table. How can this problem of

middle income single parents be solved? Should I swallow my pride and go on
welfare, I sit at work and am consumed by the thought of "Will I Make it through

payday? Will I be able to pay the bills? Will I ruin my credit rating low
that I must establish a new one under a single parent status? I make too

much money to qualify for any kind of "aide". What do I do until my children

are old enough to take care of themselves?

I would appreciate any suggestions you would have.

Sincerely
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Mr. WEISS. Thank you very much.
Ms. Dunk le.

STATEMENT OF MARGARET DUNKLE, CODIRECTOR, THE
EQUALITY CENTER

Ms. DUNKLE. I appreciate the invitation to testify today. My testi-
mony focuses on the educational needs and concerns of women, es-
pecially low-income women receiving AFDC payments.

e my statement focuses on higher education, it is important
to realize the pipeline that leads to postsecondary educationa
high school diploma and adequate academic preparationoften
fails women and girls, especially those who are low-income, at a
much earlier point.

Improving postsecondary educational opportunities is not
enough. The entire educational pipeline needs to be repaired, so
that youngand olderwomen are prepared to become economi-
cally self-sufficient, so that pregnant and parenting teenagers are
encouraged to continue their educationrather than just being
passively allowed to stay in schooland so that girls can actively
pursue a wide range of subjects of training, including those in
higher paying traditionally male jobs and fields.

Education, especially higher education, has traditionally been a
very American way to pull oneself up by his or her bootstraps. But,
in our land of equal opportunity, some bootstraps are longer than
others, and the bootstraps of women receiving public assistance
have historically been so short that pulling oneself up by them fe-
quires contortions worthy of Mary Lou Retton.

The feminization of poverty is a growing phenomenon. Increas-
ingly, people who are poor are women and their children. Female-
headed families with children are three times more likely to be
poor than any other type of family. About half of the 7 million
female-headed households with children in this country have in-
comes.below the poverty line.

Cash public assistance, :.costly AFDC; is the major source of
income for these 3.3 million poor female-headed families with chil-
dren.

The barriers to postsecondary education for AFDC women are
many and complex. They include: requirements for AFDC recipi-
ents to register for work in the Work Incentive Programs, strict in-
terpretations of Federal requirements that mothers of young chil-
dren be absent from home only for "brief and infrequent ab-
sences," State-imposed limitations on the length of training and
education programs, and negative attitudes by social workers and
society.

My testimony today focuses on five major areas. The first has to
do with the AFDC recipient as a college student. The second has to
do with child care. The third has to do with the information gap.
The fourth concerns preventing the conditions that foreshadow de-
pendence on public assistance, and the fifth raises some policy
questions.

First, the AFDC recipient as college studelit. The woman receiv-
ing AFDC payments who is considering postsecondary education is
the exception and, at least in some ways, already much more fortu-

2 2 6
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nate than her counterpart, who does not already have a high
school diploma or G.E.D., who lives far away from any college, and
has fewer hopes and aspirations for the future.

It is the rare AFDC woman who is enrolled In school today, be it
high school, vocational school, college, or other training. In 1983,
only 2.2 percent of AFDC mothers were in school or receiving
training. This translates into about 82,000 women or 3.7 million
families receiving AFDC payments. This figure represents a decline
in both number and percent since 1979, when 2.2 percent of AFDC
mothers, or approximately 91,000, were in school or receiving train-
ing. . -

Although they only rarely have the opportunity lo receive addi-
tional education, the demographics of the AFDC population show
that many could benefit from it. More than three out of five of all
women aged 16 to 34 with poverty incomes are at least high school
graduates. Fully 20 percent have at least some education beyond
high school. Over 40 percent of mothers whose children receive
AFDC payments have already graduated from high school. An un-
known number of these AFDC recipients with at least a high
school education could benefit from postsecondary education. And,
for some, the additional education could make the difference be-
tween long-term AFDC dependency and economic self-sufficiency.

While college-educated women do not fare very well when com-
pared to equally educated men, they do fare much better than
women with less education. A woman with a college degree earns
an average of $350,000 more over her lifetime than a woman with
less than a high school education.

The benefits of additional education for mothers receiving AFDC
payments can go beyond additional long-term earning power. A
mother's educational level is directly correlated with the health of
her family Children of highly educated mothers are more likely to
receive medical or dental care than children of mothers with less
education. This is true regardless of the family's income or whether
the child lives with the mother only. That is, a child with a poorly
educated mother in a high-income family is no more likely to re-
ceive health care than a child with a poorly educated mother in a
low-income family.

Let me speak for a minute about the job search and work re-
quirements in current law. These requirements of AFDC currently
pose huge barriers to enrollement in postsecondary education by
women. The college entrance examination board has concluded:

If there is one aspect of AFDC that may raise insurmountable barriers for recipi-
ents desiring to enroll in postsecondary education, it is job search and work require-
ments that were significantly strengthened ;n the Omnibus Budget and Reconcilia-
tion Act in 1981. That act reflected and enhanced the trend in AFDC away from
dealing with postsecondary education and training as options for AFDC benefici-
aries.

The disincentives to long-term training, either college or voca-
tional, are substantial. For example, one State limits training to a
maximum of 92 days, 3 months.

AFDC parents with young children often face an additional prob-
lem. These people are the only ones who are usually exempt from
WIN registration and work requirements. At the same time, they
may be away from home only for "brief and infrequent absences."

53-771 0-85-8
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But, when AFDC officials determine that college attendance vio-
lates the brief and infrequent absences rule, as, indeed, they have
the authority to do, these parents lose their WIN exemption.

In a few cases, college personnel have worked with AFDC offi-
cials to have education included as part of the individual employ- ,.1:1:

ability plan, a plan that is generally developed for WIN registrants. .%-$

There is evidence that these and other efforts to include postsec-
ondary education as a way to become economically selfsufficient
have worked in at least two States.

For example, a joint effort in California focuses on community
college enrollment by single heads of households. Here, receipt of
need-based financial aid is not considered income by AFDC. ,Simi-
larly, in Massachusetts, welfare policy recognizes education
through a bachelor's degree as an acceptable activity for AFDC re-
cipients and some community college tuition waivers for AF' re-
cipients are given. There is more description of this program a ap-
pendix D to my testimony, and I know you will be hearing more
about these policies tomorrow. 1.Regarding AFDC and student financial aid, the inter-relationship
between these two programs are complex and often punitive to re-
cipients. According to a recent college board report:

Unfortunately, the complicated laws and regulations gerverning these two sets of
programs tend to conflict and leave the individual in a "catch-22" situation. Instead
of encouraging low-income people to undertake education programs that might help
them leave the welfare rolls, contradictory policies often penalize those who try to
enroll in college.

A person's welfare benefits may well be reduced if he ormore
oftenshe receives stualit financial aid. There is a kind of welfare
roulette involved in calculating need and eligibility under both
AFDC and the Federal student assistance programs. The welfare
recipient may not know what her income will be until after she is
enrolled in College. Those who cannot take. this gamble never
enroll. In fact, two AFDC recipients attending the same college,
with the same income, the same number of children, the same du-
cational costs, the same student aid funding, and even the same
caseworker, could be treated differently under current AFDC and
Federal student aid rules.

Medicaid coverage, which accompanies AFDC eligibility, may be
even more important than cash payments to a mother and her
family. This is especially true for the many women receiving AFDC
payments who were pregnant teenagers. Babies born to teenagers
are twice as likely as other babies to be low-birthweight babies, a
condition that means they are more likely to die in infancy, to
have serious disabilities andonce in schoolrequire special edu-
cation services. These mothers cannot afford to risk losing medical
benefits.

Mr. Witiss. Ms. Dunkle, at this point, I am going to have to call a
brief recess. There is a vote on the floor on the foreign assistance
bill. I will try to get back in 10 to 15 minutes.

[Recess taken.]
Mr. Wmss. The subcommittee is back in session, and we apolo-

gize for the interruption. Ms. Dtmkle, if you would continue.
Ms. Durrsix. Thank you very much.
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Child care responsibilities and lack of adequate child care ar-
rangements are mor barriers to higher education by women. A
recent survey found that child care problems were serious or very
serious for about a quarter of all students. I will not talk more
about these issues, because they have been so well covered earlier
in testimony today.

The third area I would like to raise is the information gap for
AFDC recipients and for professionals in both the student aid and
social services field. Many women receiving AFDC have little infor-
mation about the education options available to them, and they are
unlikely to pursue options they do not know about.

Traditional ways of disseminating information do not reach
AFDC recipients. They do not have informed parents or access to
high school guidance counselors. They may think they are not eligi-
ble for aid because they are too old or because they go to school

ipart time. They may be intimidated by the complexity of the appli-
cation process, the various sources of aid, and the forms that must
be filled out. This redtape barrier is enough to discourage some po-
tential students from applying for student aid or, indeed, even ap-
plying for college.

The best solution to the issue of women, welfare and education is
to prevent welfare dependency in the first place. There are two im-
portant and often overlooked prehigher education intervention
points when looking at prevention.

The first has to do with teenage pregnancy and parenting. The
second is high quality infant and early childhood education pro-
grams.

There are over half a million births to teenagers each year.
Forty-one percent of the girls who drop out of school do so because
of pregnancy and/or marriage. Most never return and over 25 per-
cent of young mothers become pregnant again within a year. A lon-
gitudinal study found that, for matched samples of students, less
than 2 percent of the women who bore children before age 20 com-
pleted college, compared to 22 percent of those who had no children
by age 24.

Many teenagd mothers and former teenage mothers depend on
public assistance for support. Urban Institute researcher Kristin
Moore reports that reducing the number of teenage mothers by
half during the coming decade would cut costs for AFDC, medicaid
and food stamps by over $9 billion.

A long-term look at the issue of women, welfare, and education
requires developing strategies to prevent teenage pregnancies
strategies that go beyond family planning and sex education and
which build hope, independence, and self-e3teem for young women,
as well as for young men.

In looking at the cycle oc poverty and lack of education, it is diffi-
cult to look too early. A recent study of the long-term effects of
Head Start p documents striking results. Girls who partici-
pated in a hig quality preschool program were, at age 19, less
likely to receive welfare and, if they received it, to receive smaller
payments.

Finally, there are many policy issues where more needs to be
known in order to develop and implement sound public policies re-
garding female head of families and education.
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The first has to do with the children, both male and female, of
female-headed families. It is ironic that, while much is known
about college students from their political preferences to whether
or not they play on a sports team, little is known about their
family structure. We do not know, for example, the number of col-
lege students, either male or female, who come from female-headed
families.

The second area has to do with the short-term and long-term re-
sults of additional education for low-income women, including
women receiving AFDC payments. For example: Exactly where did
they go to school? What did they study? What services did they
need or use? Who provided these services? What was their gradua-
tion rate? What kinds of jobs did they get? What made the differ-
ence?

The third area has to do with looking at the disproportionate
effect on women of apparently neutral policies. For example, is the
relative weight of loan burdens on women heavier since they have
much lower life time earning expectations than men?

Providing long-term economic self-sufficiency for women receiv-
ing AFDC payments requires providing educational and training
opportunities that look beyond the text minimum wage job. Now,
with the increasing feminization of poverty, is not the time to fur-
ther reduce the few opportunities that these women have to extri-
cate themselves from welfare dependency.

It is the time to look for ways to help them find a better life and
hopes for a better future for themselves and their children. Access
to education at all levels is one more important way to do this.

Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Dunkle follows:]
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My name is Margaret Dunkle. I am Co-Director of The

Equality Center, a nonprofit organization to advance human and

civil rights. (The Equality Center is described more fully at

Appendix A.) I was the first Chair of the National Coalition for

Women and Girls in Education and served as Associate Director of

the Project on the Status and Education of Women of the Associa-

tion of American Colleges for five years. During the last

reauthorization of the Higher Education Act, I was Special

Assistant for Education Legislation in the Department of Health,

Education, and Welfare.

My testimony focuses on the educational needs and concerns

of women, especially low-income women receiving AFDC payments.

My statement focuses on higher education and barriers to post-

secondary education for these women. At the same time, it is

important to realize that the pipeline that leads to postsecond-

ary education -- a high school diploma and adequate academic

preparation -- often fails women and girls, especially those who

are low-income, at a much earlier point. Improving postsecondary

educational opportunities is not enough. The entire educational

pipeline needs to be repaired -- so that young (and older) women

are prepared to become economically self-sufficient -- so that

pregnant and parenting teenagers are encouraged to continue their

education (rather than just being 'allowed' to stay in school) --

and so that girls can actively pursue a wide range of subjects

and training, including both academic and vocational training in

higher paying .raditionally male jobs and fields.
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Education, especially higher education, has traditionally

been a very American way to increase expectations and pull

oneself up by his or her bootstraps. But, in our land of equal

opportunity, some bootstraps are longer than others. And the

bootstraps of women receiving public assistance have historical-

ly been so short that pulling oneself up by them requires

contortions wor thy of Olympian gymnast Mary Lou Retton.

The feminization of poverty is a growing phenomenon:

increasingly, people who are poor are women and their children.

Female-headed families with children are more likely to be poor

than any other type of family. The poverty rate of female-headed

families is three times that of other families. Thirty-six

percent of female-headed families, compared to 12 percent of all

families, were below the poverty level in 1983. Overall, 3.6

million female-headed households and 4.1 million other families

had poverty incomes) Forty-eight percent of t:c seven million

female-headed households with children in this country had

incomes below the poverty line in 1983. This is four and a half

times the rate for all other families with children.2

Cash public assistance -- mostly AFDC -- was the major

source of income for these 3.3 million poor female-headed

families with children: approximately two-thirds received cash

public assistance, which accounted for an average of about half
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of their income.3

In 1984, 3.7 million families -- 10.9 million individuals --

received AFDC payments. More than nine out of ten of these

families were headed by single parents, primarily women. Most of

these women are young: over half were under age thirty in

1983.4 Three-quarters of all periods of dependency on AFDC begin

when a woman becomes the head of a family, while only 12 percent

begin with the loss of a job.5

Two-thirds of AFDC recipients were children, almost half of

whom were less than eight years old. Host families receiving

AFDC have prischool-age children: 60 percent had at least one

child under age six in 1983.6

The barriers to postsecondary education for AFDC women

are many and complex. They include: requirements for AFDC

recipients to register for work and the Work Incentive Program

(WIN), strict interpretations of federal AFDC requirements that

mothers of young children can only be absent from the home for

'brief ani infrequent absences," state-imposed limitations on the

length of training and education programs, and negative attitudes

by social workers and society.

This testimony addresses five areas:
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The first area concerns the AFDC recipient as a college

student and discusses barriers to postsecondary
training imposed by AFDC job search and work require-
ments, and the current complex patchwork between AFDC
and federal student aid programs.

The second has to do with child care.

The third has to do with the information gap -- both
for AFDC recipients and for professionals both in
student aid administration and social welfare pro-
grams.

The fourth concerns prevention -- preventing the
conditions that often foreshadow dependence on public
assistance.

And the fifth raises some policy questions that need to
be addressed more closely.

TSB AFDC RECIPIENT A$ A COLLEGE STUDENT

The woman receiving AFDC payments who is considering

postsecondary education is the exception and, at least in some

ways, already much more fortunate than hei counterpart who does

not have a high school diploma or G.E.D., lives far from any

college, and has fewer hopes and aspirations for her future and

the future of her cNildren.

It is the rare AFDC mum who is enrolled in school -- be it

high school, vocational school, college or other training. In

1983, only 2.2 percent of AFDC mothers were in school or receiv-

ing training. (This number includes any AFDC recipient in school

or receiving any type of education or training, including many

participating in the Work Incentive Program.) This translates

into about 82,000 women in the 3.7 million families receiving
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AFDC payments in 1984. This represents a decline in both number

and percent since 1979 when 2.6 percent of AFDC mothers (or

approximately 91,000 of the 3.5 million adult recipients) were in

school or receiving training.7

Although they rarely have the opportunity to receive

additional education, the demographics of the AFDC population

show that many could benefit from it. More than three out of

five (62 percent) of all women aged eighteen to thirty-four with

poverty incomes were at least high school graduates in 1983.

Fully 20 percent had at least some education beyond the high

school level.8 An estimated 42 percent of mothers whose children

received AFDC payments in 1979 had graduated from high school.9

An unknown number of the 42 to 62 percent of AFDC recipients

with at least a high school education could benefit from post-

secondary education. And, for some this additional education

could make the difference between long-term AFDC dependency and

economic self-sufficiency.

Additional education can make a substantial difference in

lifetime income for women. While college-educated women do not

fare well when compared to equally educated men, they do fare

much better economically than women with less education. For

example, a woman with a college degree earns an average of

5350,000 more over her lifetime than a woman with less than a
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high school education.

A woman with less than a high school education can expect to

earn $500,000 over her lifetime (in 1981 dollars). A woman with

a high school diploma earns $634,000. A woman with some college

earns $716,000. A woman with a college degree earns $846,000.

And a woman with five or more years of college earns $955,000.

Compared to men, a woman college graduate earns about the came

($846,000) over her lifetime as a male high school dropout

(8845,000).10

The benefits of additional education for mothers receiving

AFDC payments can go beyond additional long-term earning power.

National figures show that a mother's educational level is

directly correlated with the health of her family. Children of

highly educated mothers were more likely to receive medical or

dental care than children of mothers with less education,

according to a cross-tabulation from the 1975-76 National Health

Interview Survey. This was true regardless of the family's

income or whether the child lived with the mother only. A child

with a poorly educated mother in a high-income family was no more

likely to have received health care than a child with a poorly

educated mother in a low-income family.11

Appendix D-1 contains a paper by Susan B. Carter (An

'Honorable Independence': The Need for Women's Higher Education

2 3 7
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in the Eighties') which further documents the link between higher

education and economic self-sufficiency for women.

The educational problems faced by low-income women, includ-

ing those with children receiving AFDC payments, graphically

demonstrate problems faced to a lesser extent by most women,

regardless of their income level. The American Association of

University Women recently documented many of the differences in a

policy brief on 'Women & Student Financial Aid.'

The profile of women college students differs
from that of men students. The key causes of
the differences are women's greater child and
dependent care responsibilities and their
lesser financial resources.

This policy brief points out that:

Over half of women students are older than the 'tradi-
tional' 18- to 22-year-old student. Women make up
two-thirds of the 1.5 million students over age 34.

Women are more likely than men to be part-time stu-
dents.

Women college students are much more likely than men
to have child and other dependent care responsibili-
ties. The over 6.2 million families headed by women in
1984 -- double the number in 1970 -- accounted for
one-fifth of all families with children that year, up
from one-tenth in 1970.

Women earn approximately 60 percent of what men earn.
Two out of every three adults in poverty are women, and
female-headed families have a poverty rate four times
greater than that of other families with children.

More women than men students come from low-income
families.

There is evidence that freshmen womennare twice as
likely as men to be self-supporting."
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The AAUW publication, 'Women 4 Student Financial Aid,' is

attached at Appendix C.

The problems with participation in higher education by women

receiving AFDC payments are tied to omission -- policymakers

ignoring or overlooking this population and its needs -- and

commission -- with low and frequently self-fulfilling expecta-

tions about the abilities of women receiving AFDC payments.

Job Search and Work Requirements

The job search and work requirements of AFDC currently in

effect pose huge barriers to enrollment in postsecondary educa-

tion. These requirements were substantially tightened in the

1981 Omnibus Budget and Reconciliation Act, which focused on fast

employment as a way of cutting AFDC costs. In a 1984 report, the

College Entrance Examination Board concluded:

If there is one aspect of AFDC that may
raise insurmountable barriers for recipients
desiring to enroll in postsecondary educa-
tion, it is the job search and work require-
ments that were significantly strengthened in
the Omnibus Budget and Reconciliation Act of
1981. That act reflected and enhanced a
trend in AFDC away from viewing postsecondary
education and training as options for AFDC
beneficiaries. Instead, the emphasis is
increasingly on getting AFDC recipients into
some form of employment as quickly as
possible, in hopes of reducingthe numbers in
and cost of the AFDC program."
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The disincentives to long-term training -- either college or

vocational -- are substantial: for example, one state limits

training to a maximum of 92 days -- 3 months.14

AFDC parents with young (under age six) children often face

an additional problem. These people are the only oneu usually

exempted from WIN registration and work requirements. At the

same time, federal provisions stipulate that they may be away

from home for only 'brief and infrequent absences'. In some

places, these are the only AFDC recipients who can attend college

because they have not had to register for WIN. But when AFDC

officials determine that college attendance violates this "brief

and infrequent absences' rule (as indeed they have the authority

to do), these parents lose their exemptions from WIN work

registration.15

In a few cases, college personnel have worked with AFDC

officials and caseworkers to have education included as part of

an individual's "employability plan,' a plan that is generally

developed for all WIN registrants.16 There is evidence that

these and other efforts to include postsecondary education as a

way to become economically self-sufficient have worked in at

least two states. For example, a joint effort by the Community

College System, and the Departments of Social Services and

Employment in California focuses on community college enrollment
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by single heads of households receiving AFDC who have at least

one child under age six. Here receipt of need-based financial

aid is not considered income by AFDC and does not affect AFDC

eligibility. Similarly, Massachusetts welfare policy recognizes

education through a Bachelor's Degree as. an acceptable activity

for AFDC recipients. Massachusetts also supports limited

community college tuition waivers for AFDC recipients.17

AFDC and Student Financial Aid

The interrelationships between student aid and social

welfare programs are complex, frustrating, and subject to differ-

ent rules from state-to-state and different interpretations from

office-to-office and even from caseworker-to-caseworker. As the

recent College Board report, college Ooportunitv and Public

Assistance Programs, said:

Unfortunately, the complicated laws and
regulations governing these two sets of
programs tend to conflict and leave individ-
uals in a "catch -22" situation. instead of
encouraging low-income people to undertake
educational programs that might help them
leave the welfare rolls, contradictory
policies often penalise those who try to
enroll in college.

The College Board paper is interesting in that it does na

suggest legislative or regulatory changes. Rather, it suggests

specific ways in which student financial aid officers and social

workers can work together to encourage AFDC recipients to pursue
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an education in the face of substantial obstacles.

cellegcrntratenityanglpablicamaitaneLpxongia is

attached in its entirety at Appendix E. Also, Appendix G

contains a 1982 College Board report, Larose jleintenenmaggrsam

and Colleoe Opportunity.

A person's welfare benefits may well be reduced if he or

(more ofcen) she receives student financial aid. There is a kind

of welfare roulette involved in calculating 'needs and 'eligibil-

ity' under both AFDC and federal student assistance programs

the welfare recipient may not know what her income will be

until after she is enrolled in collage. Those who cannot take

this gamble never enroll.

In fact, two AFDC recipients attending the same college,

with the same income, the same number of children, the eame

educational coats, the same student aid funding, and even the

same caseworker could be treated differently under current AFDC

and federal student aid rules and practices.

Medicaid coverage, which accompanies AFDC eligibility, may

be even more important than cash payments to m mother and her

family. This is especially true for the many women recriving

AFDC payments who were pregnant teenagers. Babies born to

teenagers are twice as likely as other babies to be low-birth-
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weight babies -- a condition that means they are more likely to

die in infancy, to have disabilities (such as mental retarda-

tion, cerebral palsy, epilepsy, learning disabilities, and vision

and hearing defects), and, once in school, requires special

education services.19 Mothers of these Children, with their

high medical costs, cannot afford to risk losing medical bene-

fits.

Appendix 13, 'Student Financial Aid and AFDC," more fully

outlines some of the contradictions and problems regarding the

interaction between these two programs. Alga, Appendix D

includes four papers frod an April 1985 conference at Smith

College on 'Women, Welfare ani Higher Education.'

CHILD CARE

Child care responsibilities and lack of adequate child care

arrangements are major barriers to higher education by women. A

recent survey by the Association of Independent Colleges and

Schools found that child care problems were serious or very

serious for about a quarter of all students." In 1984, the

Congressional Select Committee on Children, Youth, and Families

concluded: 'For the Increasing numbers of women with children

entering co11.7es ane universities, the availability of child

care can often make the difference belecen completion of a

degree, cutting back on courdework or dropping out.'21
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Perhaps not surprisingly, the proportion of college students

who are female declines during the prime childbearing years of

twenty to thirty. While women comprise over half of all college

students, only 44 to 47 percent of students in their twenties are

women. Women return to college later, however, when their

children are older. Close to two-thirds (66 percent) of students

over age thirty-four are women.22

Child care is only rarely available on campus. When it is

available, its cost or structure typically sake it most appro-

priate for faculty rather than students, especially low-income

students. Further, state public welfare departments tend

to focus child care services on AFDC recipients who work, with

the result that a woman in postsecondary education may not have

access to these child care services."

A witness explained to a House of Representatives committee

the problems an AFDC recipient and former teenage mother faced

when she attempted to attend college:

Jane Anderson had a baby in the fall of
her senior year in high school. She earned
her high school diploma by attending special
classes for adolescent parents that included
a nursery for the babies. Jane married the
baby's father but it did'npt work and Jane
left nome with her child.

After a year of dependence on AFDC Jane
decided to go to a school so she could
eventually support her child and herself. In
May she applied for an educational grant and
got on the waiting list for child care
assistance so she could go to school in
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September. When she checked on child care
assistance in August she was told that funds
were still not available. In November a
staff member called Jane and told her funds
were available. Jane reported that she had
forfeited her educational grants became she
could not pay for child care herself."

The actual provisions in the current student aid law take

child care expenses into account in determining need for student

aid. The law states that "expenses reasonably incurred for child

care' are part of the cost of college attendance.25

In practice, however, these provisions in the statute

regarding treatment of child care expenses have not been imple-

mented. Child care expenses are not explicitly included as an

allowable cost of attendance, nor is an adequate amount author-

ized for miscellaneous expenses under Pell Grant regulations.

Beside tuition and fees and room and board, allowable costs of

attendance include an allowance of 400 dollars for books,

supplies and miscellaneous expenses for an academic year.26

Child care costs to enable education and training for

students receiving AFDC payments could be provided in several

ways. Improving the provisions in the Higher Education Act

concerning child care for all students would also help AFDC

recipients. At a minimum, the student financial aid need formula

in current law should be implemented (to cover 'reasonable" child

care costs). The provisions could be expanded to include

'actual' child care costs, perhaps with a maximum cep. It should
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also be made clear, either through law or regulation, that

allowable time for child care includes time for studying and

transportation, as well as actual time in the classroom.

Further, child care for low-income Students under Title XX

of the Social Security Act and other Department of Health and

Human Servicesadminiecered programs should be examined to see if

they discourage the additional education that might lead to

economic independence, and to assure that they provide incentives

(rather than disincent-qm: to the education and training that

can lead to longterm employment.

THE IMFORIIATION GAP

The third area is the information gap -- for AFDC recipients

and for professionals in both the student aid and social services

fields. Most women receiving AFDC have little information about

the education options available to them. And they are unlikely

to pursue an option unless they know about it. In addition,

recruitment materials and materials describing financial aid

rarely reach these women or meet their needs if they do reach

them.

Traditional ways of disseminating information are inadequate

to reach AFDC recipients. These women are unlikely to have

informed parents or access to high school guidance counselors to
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guide them through the maze of fecal and r.Late programs and

forms. They may think that they are not eligible for aid because

they are too old. They may think that they are ineligible for

aid because they go to school part-time. They may by intimidated

by the apparent and, indeed, real complexity of the application

process, the various sources of aid, and the forms that must be

completed. This red tape barrier is enough to discourage

some potential students from applying for student aid, and even

from applying for admission to postsecondary education.

Professionals in the field also know little about the

4FDC-student aid interaction. The number of AFDC recipients

enrolled in college is small, and caseworkers only rarely deal

with student aid and its interaction with AFDC. Student aid

officers may deal even more rarely with AFDC rules.

The publications by the College Board (such as Collect

Opportunity and Public Assistance Programs) are very helpful in

bridging this information gap. More such information efforts are

needed, including technical assistance materials, and conferences

and meetings aimed at the professionals who deal with low-Income

people and AFDC recipients. Further, efforts to get information

directly to AFDC recipients about additional educational oppor-

tunities need to be expanded.

A report of th3 National Student Aid Coalition, "Closing the
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Information Gap: Ways to Imprdve Student Awareness of Financial

Aid Opportunities, is attached at Appendix F. This rrtport

provides detailed information and recommendations on providing

students with information about financial aid.

PREVENTING WELFARE DEPENDENCY: REDUCING TEENAGE PREGNANCY &
SOPPOIC/NG EFFECTIVE PRESCHOOL PROGRAMS

The best solution to the issue of women, welfare and higher

education is to prevent welfare dependency in the first place.

There are two important and often overlooked pre-higher education

intervention points when looking at prevention:

The first has to do with preventing teenage pregnancy
and parenting, and limiting the damage to mother, child
and society when it occurs; and

The second is high-quality infant and early childhood
or preschool progreAns.

Families headed by teenage mothers, or former teenage

mothers, are perhaps the most vulnerable of all families. Women

who were teenagers when their first child was born account for

more than half of the total AFDC expenditures in the country and

comprised an astounding 71 percent of all AFDC mothers under

thirty years of age in 1970.27

There are over half a million births to teenagers each

year. For example, over 530,000 babies were born to mothers

under age twenty in 1981. Close to 200,000 babies -- or 37

percent -- were born to mothers age seventeen or younger. And
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almost 10,000 babies were born to adolescents age fourteen or

younger." Almost all teenage mothers (96 percent) keep their

babies rather than releasing them for adoption.29

Forty-one percent of the female students who drop out of

high school between their sophomore and senior years do so

because of pregnancy and/or marriage.30 Most of those who drop

out never return and over 25 percent of young mothers become

pregnant again within a year.31 An Urban Institute study found

that less than half of those women who became young mothers at

age seventeen or younger ever complete high schoo1.32 Another

longitudinal study found that, for matched samples of students,

less than two percent of the women who bore children before age

twenty completed college, compared to 22 percent of those who had

no children by age twenty-four.33

Many teenage mothers and former teenage mothers -- with

limited skills, interrupted educations and small children to

clothe and feed -- depend on public assistance for support. In

1975 about half of the 9.4 billion dollars invested in the

federal AFDC program went to families in which the woman had

given birth while a teenager. Molt 60 percent of women in

families receiving AFDC payments had given birth as teenagers,

compared to about one-third of women not receiving aid.34 If

present trends continue, two-thirds of school age mothers who are

aged twenty to twenty-nine by 1990 will receive AFDC during the
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coming decade. Reducing the number of teenage mothers by half

during the coming decade would cut coats for AFDC, Medicaid and

Food Stamps by over nine billion dollars.35

A long-term look at the issue of women, welfare and educa-

tion requires looking at ways to prevent teenage pregnancy and

the negative consequences of a truncated education and welfare

dependency that often accompany premature parenting. To do this,

policymakers need to look not only at providing needed services

for pregnant and parenting adolescents. They need to look at

long-term strategies to prevent teenage pregnancy -- strategies

that go beyond family planning and sex education and which build

hope, independence and self-esteem in young women, as well as

young men. The Choices book published by the Girls Clubs, and

the Life Planning Options Program espoused by the Center for

Population Options are good examples of systematic, curricular

approaches to teenage pregnancy prevention which can have great

long-term value.

In looking at the cycle of poverty and lack of education, it

is difficult to look too early. A recent study of the long-term

effects of Head Start documents striking results. The Perry

Preschool Project, a longitudinal study of 123 black youths of

low socioeconomic status, measured the long-term effects on these

young people of participation in a program of high-quality early

childhood education. Girls who participated in the Perry
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Preschool Project had, at age nineteen, slightly over half the

rate of teenage pregnancy (including live births) as similar

students who did not attend preschool. Further, the nineteen-

year-olds who had attended preschool were leas likely to receive

welfare and, if they received it, to require smaller payments.

Eighteen percent of those who had been in preschool (but almost

twice as many, 32 percent, of those who had not) were receiving

money from welfare at age nineteen. The average annual payment

for the non-preschoolers was more than twice that of those who

had attended preschool -- $1,509 for non - preschoolers versus $633

for preschoolers.36

These findings of the long-term effects of early childhood

education programs deserve increased attention as ways to break

the cycle of poverty and prevent problems surrounding AFDC

dependency among adult women.

POLICY ISSUES

Finally, there are many areas where more needs to be

known in order to develop and implement sound public policies

regarding female-headed families and education.

The first area has to do with the children -- both male and

female -- of female-headed families. It is ironic that, while

much is known about college students (from their political
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preferences to whether or not they participate in organized

athletics), little is known about their family structure. We do

not know, for example, the number of college students (either

male or female) who come from female-headed families. Given the

statistics about the feminization of poverty, we can hypothesize

that, since low-income students disproportionately come from

femaleheaded families, they would disproportionately qualify for

federal Pell Grants and other need-based student aid.

We can also hypothesize that a disproportionate number of

these students never attend college in the first place or attend

as older students (since low-income students are the most likely

to have limited resources and to drop out of high school).

Seventeen percent of students from low socioeconomic status

families drop out of school between their sophomore and senior

year in high school. This compares to ten percent of middle

income students and seven percent of students from high socio-

economic status families.37

We need better information about the family structure of

low-income college students. Existing data need to be analyzed

in this light and new data may need to be gathered.

The second policy area has to do with the short-term and

long-term results lf additional education for low-income uomen,

including women receiving AFDC payments. Where did they go to
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school? What have they studied? What service. did they need or

use in order to continue or complete their education? Who

provided these services? What is their graduation rate? What

kinds of jobs did they get -- with what kinds of salary and

benefits? At what standard of living were they able to support

themselves and their families after receiving additional educa-

tion?

The third research area has to do with looking at the

-disproportionate effect on women of apparently neutral policies.

For example, do low-income women students have greater difficulty

than low-income men students in earning part of their educational

expenses (because of sax segregation and sex discrimination in

the job market, and a consequent lower earning power)? Is the

relative weight of loans heavier on ',omen, since they have a much

lower lifetime earning expectation than men?

Providing long-term economic self-sufficiency for women (and

their families) requires providing educational and training

opportunities that look beyond the next minimum wage job. Now,

with the increasing feminization of poverty, is not the time to

further reduce the few opportunities these women have to extri-

cate themselves from welfare dependency. It is time to look

for ways to help them find a better life and hopes for a better

future for themselves and their children. Access to education at

all levels is one important way to do this.
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APPENDIX A -- A PACT SHEET

The Equality Center
220 I Street, N.E., Suite 250

Washington, D.C. 20002

(202) 546-6706

The Equality Center, a nonprofit tax-exempt organization,
works to advance human and civil rights by addressing issues of
importance to low-income families and individuals, women,
minorities, the disabled and the elderly. The Center seeks to
accomplish this goal through:

Research and analysis;

Education, training and technical assistance; and

Monitoring the development and implementation of public
policy.

Major activities of The Equality Center include:

A study of civil rights enforcement in education which will
recommend aew approaches to enforcing federal civil rights
laws;

A project on Jex equity and intercollegiate athletics;

A project on teenage pregnancy and parenting;

A contract to provide technical assistance to the U.S. Sen-
ate Committee on Labor and Human Resources on civil rights
legislation;

A project focusing on women in higher education, especially
regarding student financial assistance; and

A project regarding educational equity in the South.

The Co-Directors of The Equality Center are Margaret C. Dunkle
and Cynthia G. Brown:

MARGARET C. DUNXLE was the first Chair of the National
Coalition for women and Girls in Education. She was
Director of the Health Equity Project, which examined sax
discrimination in health services. She has also served as
Special Assistant for Education Legislation in the U.S. De-
partment of Health, Education,.and Welfare, and as Associate
Director of the Project on the Status and Education of Women
at the Association of American Colleges.
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CYNTHIA G. BROWN was the first Assistant Secretary or Civil

Rights in the U.S. Department of Education. She has also

served as Principal Deputy Director of the HEW Office for

Civil Rights, Co-Director of the federal Education Project

at the Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rights Under Law,

Program Associate at the Children's Defense Fund, and

Coordinator of Planning at the University of Maryland.

The compositionlof The,Eguality center?saoard of Airectors

reflects the mission of the organisation AnclAncludes persons
knowledgeible'abont human and civil rights from avarietrof
perspectives.' Board, mepbexs are: 1'

Linda Brownelodijar-Diiiotor
Federal Education Project
Lawyers' Committee for Civil Rightn Under Law

John Buchanan, Vice President
WashingtOd.Resoarcei, rnc'.
(Former Congressman from Alabama)

Wilbert Cheatham, Principal
Pine Forge Academy
(Former Deputy Assistant Secretary for Compensatory
Education, U.S. Department of Education)

Patricia Fleming, Administrative Assistant
Congressman Ted Weiss (New York)

Jozue Gonzales, Associate Superintendent
Office of International & Multi-Cultural Education

Chicago Public Schools

Judy Baumann, Associate Director
World Institute on Disability

William B. Bytche, Chancellor
University of Maryland, Eastern Store

William F. Pierce, Executive Director
Council of Chief State School Officers

JennySanchez, Executive Director
Chicano Education Project

Bernice R. Sandler,'Director
Project on the Status 1, Education of Women

Asspciat.ion.oVAmerican Colleges

David S. Tatel, Attprney
(Former Director, OW Office-for Civil Rights)

Margaret C. Dunkle and Cynthia G. Brown, Co-Directors

The Equality Center
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APPEIIDIX 8

Student Financial Aid and AFDC

The interaction between student financial aid and AFDC is
complex and often punitive to recipients.

Disparities occur for two major reasons. First, the
treatment of student aid by AFDC may vary according to the source
of student aid funds. Second, the definitions of allowable
educational expenses" by the AFDC office and the student finan-
cial aid office frequently differ.4

Regarding the source of funds, federal AFDC regulations
state: Any grant or loan tro an undergraduate student for
educational purposes made or insured under any program adminis-
tered by the (Secretary) of Education" shall be disregarded as
income and resources in determining eligibility for public
assistance and the amount of assistance.

This provision clearly includes most federal student aid
funds -- Pell Grants, Sumiemental Educational Opportunity
Grants, National Direct Student Loans and Guaranteed Student
Loans. However, two other major federal programs (the College
Work-Study Program and the Stat., Student Incentive Grant Program)
are not specifically mentioned. In fact, aid received under the
College Work-Study program is frequently counted as income for
determining both AFDC eligibility and the payment level.

In addition, there is no federal provision regarding
treatment by AFDC of Othsx kinds of aid, such as state or
institutional aid. These are substantial and growing sources of
college funding. For sAapple, in 1984-85 states awarded an esti-
mated 1.4 billion dollars in grant aid covoring 1.6 million
students in postsecondary education. Most of this aid, 85
percent, was awarded through need-based prowess, the very
programa that would benefit AFDC recipients.'

Allowable educational expenses and living costa are also
defined and teated differently by AFDC and student aid pro-
grams. Current AFDC regulations state that: 'loans and grant.,
such as scholarships, obt;ineA :.nd used under conditions that
preclude their uses for current living costs" are not counted as
income and resources in determining eligibility for assistance
and the amount of assistance under the AFDC program. Any
student aid funds used for current living costs am counted as
income. (In some cases, funding for living expenses from the
exempted federal programa is not counted as income; in other
cases it is.)

Further, student financial aid is based on the assumption of
a 'modest but adequate' standard of living. According to a
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publication of the National Association of Student Financial Aid
Officers: "Extremes should be avoided: the aid recipient should
live neither in luxury nor in poverty."° Educational costs
allowable in calculating student financial assistance typically
include such living expense& as child care and commuting ex-
penses, as well as basic educational costs (such as tuition,
fees, books and supplies).

In contrast, the AFDC need calculation is much more strin-
gent and based on a lower standard of living. For example, AFDC
need calculations often include only a standard allowance for
such expenses as books and commuting (even clen documented
expenses are higher) and may not recognize other increased costs
to students. For example, child care may not be included in the
AFDC family budget.

If a student re,:ives financial aid sufficient to cover the
costs as determined by the financial aid office, the excess
cost over the AFDC budget can be viewed as "income" -- reducing
the AFDC grant and perhaps eliminating eligibility for both AFDC
and Medicaid.

Medicaid coverage, which accompanies AFDC eligibility, may
be even more important that cash payments to a mother and her
family. This is especially true for the many women receiving
AFDC payments who were pregnant teenagers. Babies born to
teenagers are twice as likely as other babies to be low-birth-
weight babies -- a condition that means they are more likely to
die in infancy, and to have such disabilities as mental retarda-
tion, cerebral palsy, epilepsy, learning disabilities, and vision
and hearing defects.° Mothers of these children, with their
high medical costs, cannot afford to risk losing medical bene-
fits.

The regulations for the Pell Grant program, the largest
student aid grant program, specifically include income from the
AFDC program (and other income maintenance programs) in determin-
ing the effective family income of an individual or family for
student aid purposes.'

Some important obstacles to additional education by AMC
recipients could be eliminated by revising the definitions in the
law across the board to make clear that all student financial aid
funds (no matter what the source of.funding) based on a federally
approved needs calculation be disregarded in calculating eligi-
bility and the amount of assistance under the AFDC and other
means-tested programs (such as Food Stamps and Medicaid). This
provision would make explicit in the law that student financial
assistance -- including assistance from non-federal sources and
assistance for other living expenses -- cannot be used to reduce
AFDC or other awards or to eliminate a person from eligibility
for these programs.
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Following is draft legislative language which could put this
principle into effect:

Any student financial assistance received
pursuant to a need analysis approved by the
Secretary of Education for determining
eligibility for assistance under Titre /V of
the Higher Education Act shall not be
considered income or resources for determin-
ing eligibility for assistance or the amount
of the assistance payment under any other
program funded in whole or part with federal
funds.

Margaret C. Dunkle
July 1985
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3. Franklin, p. 10.
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of State scholarship and Grant Programs: 16th Annual Survey
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vania Higher Education Assistance Agency, 1985), p. 1.
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6. Joe Paul Case, Constructing Student Expense Budgets, MAMA
Monograph Series, no. /// (Washington, D.C.: National
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APPENDIX D

SELECTED PAPERS PRESENTED AT THE APRIL 1985 SMITH COLLEGE
CONFERENCE ON 'VON EN, WELFARE AND HIGHER EDUCATION: A PUBLIC

POLICY CONFERENCE.'

Dl. Who Does She Think She Is: Notes on Having Our Cake
and Eating It, Too" by Ann Withorn.

D2. "An Honorable Independence: The Need for Women's
Higher Education in the Eighties" by Susan B. Carter.

D3. "Setting Aside Welfare Myths" by Barbara Burke-Tatum.

D4. "Women, Welfare and the Impact of Public Higher
Education" by Gerard T. Indelicato.

Copies of the conference proceedings are expected to be availa-
ble in the winter of 1985. For further information, contact
Martha Acklesberg, Smith College, Northampton, Massachusetts 01063.
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ININIMMIM1131MIMMIIMMIII
_APPENDIX D-1. Attachment to -
l'eatimOny of Margaret Dunkle

1

WHO DOES SHE THINK SHE IS?

NOTES ON HAVING OUR CAKE AND EATING IT TOO

ANN WITHORN

This collection of papers. like the conference out of

which it arose, exists because some people in the academy

finally noticed what poor women always knew, that the

resources women need to maintain and advance themselves and

their f-milies do not match - by a wide margin - what is

provided by welfare policies.

I also see this disparity and wish to suggest here that

both of the mayor competing ways of viewing poor women and of

designing welfare programs ultimately fail to respond to the

problems low income women face. The directions I offer as

alternatives - although they may seem unrealistic or even

utopian - strike me as necessarily part of any long range plan

to end women's poverty, or to create a better role for

institutions of higher education in relationship to poor

women.

THE UNDERLYING DILEMMA

I draw on two sources. My training in social policy

analysis and my daily experience examining the history and

current implementation of social welfare policy from a

socialist feminist perspective is one. Currently, I am
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looking at conservative ideology end its historical influence

on the welfare state. I am also editing a collection to be

celled For Crying Out Loud: Women end Poverty in the U.S.1

Preparing the latter book has been instructive, especially in

regard to the shallowness of attention currently being given

to women's poverty. The most common comments from publishers

who rejected our manuscript were, "Can't you make the topic

more upbeat?" "Isn't there some way to make it more positive,

leas depressing?" They d deaf to the complexity of the

iaaue for different groups of women - blacks, Latinos, older

women, lesbians - es well as to the criminal inad.quacy of our

current "solutions" to the problem.

My second source reaulta from eight years of teaching

student* at a college for human service workers and service

recipients/from 7 to 15% of our students are on welfare) at

the University of Massachusetts/Boston. My work with our

welfare rights group, and numerous conversations with women on

welfare at the /school, have educated me in the problems women

face when they try to go to school while living below the

poverty line.

Indeed, it is from )uat such a conversation in one of my

classes that I find a title and a focus for my paper. The

class wee celled "The Circle Game: Human Services in

Massachusetts".
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Four students were meeting to discuss their Joint project

on employment programa. That evening Jeannie, a 26 year

old white woman on welfare with 3 and 7 year old

children, explained that she was applying to social work

schools for the next Fell, so that she could go to

graduate school before the welfare department started to

"harass her about getting a Job". Even her soon-to-be-

earned BA degree would not gain her a Job with the

adequate pay, benefits and flexibility she needed to care

for herself and her children, she said.

As Jeannie talked, her fellow students grew

increasingly agitated. Finally, Gary, a 30 year old

white youth worker exploded with anger: "You've already

been on welfare while you got a Bachelors degree and now

you think I should support your Masters degree too! I

can't go to graduate school for years because I work for

e living!"

Kay, a black welfare worker, who had once been on

AFDC herself, was also critical, "Sure, recipients

usually get a bed deal, but who do you think you are?

This is going too far. You can't reasonably expect the

rest of us working people to be happy about your getting

whet we can't have!"
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As the conversation simmered, then boiled, Jeannie

kept repeating that she had been legitimately eligible

for financial aid to attend school. Earning her degree

had not beeh easy, she protested, *win though she entered

after almost two years of prior work et.a community

college. She repeated how much money and benefits she

needed to care for her children and how only a Masters

degree could yield that salary in human services. She

insisted, too, that she had a right to welfare and that,

if she could menage and go to school, it was her

business.

Finally, Pat, a white social service worker with

y' ra of community experience spoke up, "I know what you

say is true about the fob market and child care costs",

she admitted. "But somehow it doesn't seem right to me -

it sounds like having your cake and eating it too."

io me, thie diacusaion .embodiea many of the conflicting social

values that underlie our society and its social policies, and

which make tile "intersection of education and welfare systeas"

Ruch tricky ground. Let me explain.

There ere two dominant but competing and difforentially

inadequate approaches to w.Dmen, welfare and education which

define our current social policies. The first I cell the "Who
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Do You Think You Are?" approach. It characterizes our

notional administration, and unfortunately. such Amerioan

popular opinion. One has only to read either the social

science studies of popular attitudes or listen to the telk

allows should there be doubt. The second, I call the "Be

reasonable and accept as such as we can afford to offer"

stance. It is embodied by most of what we cell "liberal"

professionals, including the Dukakis administration in

Massachusetts. Without repeating all the statistics about

women's increasing poverty or the specific inadequacie,.. of

current programs, I want briefly to examine each of these

ideoloolcel perspectives in terms of its arguments about (a)

why women are poor (b) the nature of dependency, (c) what

women need in order to overcome poverty and (d) the role of

higher education in this arena.

Finally, I want to suggest e rationale for, and some

elements of, a perspective I call "Having Our Cake and Eating

It Too." It is a position that, in ay opinion, responds more

adequately to the "realities" facing poor women, in stead of

to the ao-called realities policy makers think they themselves

face.

WHO DO YOU THINK YOU ARE?

"Who Do You Think You Ire" is the Reagan Adainistration's

position, as expressed by its own spokespeople and as
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frequently delineated by writers for the Heritage Foundation,

the Hoover

Institute and other conservative think-tanks.2

The basic argumant goes like this: we have always had

poverty and we always will, as part of a dynamic capitalist

economy. To accept the benefits of this conomy we must

accept the Immutability of poverty. Lest we feel troubled by

this situation, we can be consoled by the "fact" that most

poverty in a healthy economy is merely the result of

individual misfortune, of temporary "blips" in the economic

picture. (How so much human misery can be dismissed as a blip

on some economic radar screen?) Poverty can also be the

natural result of the first stage of aasimilation for

immigrants.

Women, in particular. are primarily poor because of bed

luck, poor choice of mate, or "dysfunctional reproductive

behavior".

From this perspective, then, the problem is not poverty.

as such, but dependence upon the state. Women on welfare are

a Drain on socxetal resourcea, moreover. a bad example to

others. Accordingly, they constitute a serious "social

problem". Single women have been forced intoCor "lured

into") what George Gilder calls the "womb of welfare".

Welfare programs, in turn, weaken individual initiative and
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self esteem, all the while aeking women less willing to maks

the "compromises necessary" to live with men - according to

New Right psychologist Harold Voth in The Castrated FeeilV.3

Worse, welfare programs allow women to live without *en and

simultaneously make them feel unable to do anything without

government support. Finally, their children are offered no

models for success in America.

The New Right's goals are obvious. At best, women who

finds herself poor should immediately marry .uccessful male

breadwinner, atop working outsida the home, or at least atop

aking a big issue out of it. Failing this, she should accept

being "poor but proud" and work at whatever Jobs she can find

without govermentel assistance. My grcndmother, for example,

took in laundry to avoid the "dole"; now, perhaps she would

install a home computer terminal end do "piecework" after the

children fall asleep.

But, since so many women have already "fallen into"

welfare, they must now be quickly "weaned from the state"

(our womb is down a hole and has breasts, is this how the

metaphor works?). This cannot be slow, however, with gradual

reduction of benefits, es the "coddlers" would have it. No,

it must be done with a terrible swift sword before the "cycle

of dependency" is genetically encoded. As we saw with the

1982 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act(OBRA) cuts, for
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example, the aim is to make welfare so undesirable that only

death is an alternative - not physical and emotional

Ahaustion of the woman, latchkey children, or inadequate

child care.4 One high level official in state government, for

instance, actually asked whether the cuts were 3ustified by

the lack of deaths after OBRA was enacted.

The remaining unfortunates heve fallen from a status as

the"truly needy" to being labelled an "underclass" rather

quickly, perhaps because too many people might reasonably feel

"truly needy". They must be dealt with firmly and

unsentimentally. Society's obligation to them is the

provision of minimal benefits: who do they think they are to

expect more?" The application of every imaginable pathology

becomes legitimate - from "dependency syndrome", to "lack of

motivation", to "poor life skills" or "poverty prone".5

Properly diagnosed, their very existence stands as massive

negative reinforcement - along with quarterly

redeterminations, forced work programs, longer distances to

welferc offices and other forms of bureaucratic harassment -

foI -..y women contemplating AFDC, as a means of supporting her

family.

Under this model, education is only grudgingly provided

for short term basic skill training - to get women into low

level fobs. Four-year institutions of higher education have
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little or no direct role with recipients. They are, of

course, allowed to do research that identifies single parent

families - not poverty - as the problem. or to study ways to

reduce "dependency needs" among welfare recipients, or, most

universally, to delude young women from imagining the

possibility of welfare in their future. If by some chance a

woman on welfare actually is accepted into college, she is to

be treated dust "like everyone else" and not provided with

extra "coddling". Women on AFDC in such institutions learn to

keep very quiet about their status. Here the Reagan cuts in

WIN. CETA and programs like the Women for Higher Education in

New Hampshire show what is now unaccepteble.6

BE REASONABLE

For most of the readers of this volume I am probably

beating a very alive but unappealing horse. It is the "Be

Reasonable. Accept as such as We Can Afford to Offer" approach

which finds resonance in many of us. And surely, in

comparison with our first option, it is more appealing, sweet

reason itself - there being no other posibilities. Here we

have a libe:al, profesional concern for poverty as structural,

as resulting from inequities .n the labor force's preparation

and from discrimination and historical patterns of inequities

in lob oppor,unities. For women, poverty is vie4ed as an

increasing problem, resulting from the interaction of
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"socialization" with limited training and work experience as

well as from the real lack of well paying jobs. And child

care and educational supports are recognized as necessary

parts of the solution.7

As far as it goes, who could disagree?

But dependence on welfare is still viewed as undesireble

from this perspective, because of its high social coat and the

problems "inevitably" associated with welfare status. Among

these seemingly immutable circumstances are: persisting

poverty on the rolls, lack of dignity, lack of control

over ones *lie, association with undesirable peers in poor

neighborhoods. Rather than presenting such difficulties as the

creation of social programs, they are, instead, offered as

justification for the argument that "independence" in the job

market is the ..ole short and long range solution.

Therefore, the primary "Reasonable" solution, too, is to

get women off welfare, away from public dependency - the

identical goal of its "Unreasonable" twin. Employment in

almost any job is still assumed to be a better "choice" than

welfare, with the recognition that child care and health

benefits may often be "temporarily" necessary while the family

adjusts to the wage economy. The highest goal may be

"compassion", not harassment, but, of course, only to the

degree that compassion is politically and economically
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substantive meaning of such concern.

Professionalism, with its so-called knowledge base, built

upon "scientific" research, provides the underlying rational

for this approach.8 The problem is studied, causes

identified, ani Interventions suggested, all with the aura of

detached "objectivity ". Recipients are examined as to their

motivation, their employability, the potential utility of

training or educating them. Women on welfare are neatly

sorted into categories, often under the guise of highly

questionable "assessment techniques" which attempt nothing

leas than to "channel their preferences into realistic

directions".

Education can be supported under this approach, but

again, only within narrevlY reasonable limits, as a means to

assured employment. Not surprisingly, then, not only

conservatives balk at support for 4 year degree programs

mach less Jeannie's graduate program. The reality is that

even the bent employment and training programs have moved as

quickly as possible to help women -restore their dignity" by

getting off AFDC - escaping from the very programs which

another branch of the Welfare Department duely administers!

Educators(and I must share guilt here) have often been

forced to promise that degrees
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overstatement for any student anywhere, iet alone for a single

female head of household. The danger here is that, in order

to show "success", we will be tempted to search diligently for

only the -academically able- students. Therefore, women with

middle class backgrounds and prior educational experience will

be admitted, will pose no dramatic challenge to. our standard

processes, and may even be very grateful to us for the

opportunities we offer. Once again, women described as having

less academic "potential", and women with less faith in their

own capacities for educational achievement, will be counseled

Into the narrow training or employment programs that will keep

them poor. And also once again, patterns of racism and

classism will be perpetuated while the academics wonder why.

Educators, particularly, should see the limitations on

the human, as well as employment, potential of policies that

promise to "support educational opportunities up to a

reasonable point," or that set -realistic limits" on how much

financial support women on welfare may receive to attend

school. "Reasonable and realistic' for whom? we muat ask

ourselves,

HAVING OUR CAKE AND EATING IT TOO

The inadequacies of both competing perspectives lead me

to suggest a third option. The title is less facetious than

suggestive; it asserta that, only by questioning whether there
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is a "problem" of dependency instead of a problem of

inadequate support for th' necessary work done by women, will

we begin to adorers the range of needs of poor women.

Very briefly, then, "having our cake and eating it too"

is a strategy which sees poverty as resulting from systemic

undervaluing of some workers in this economy resulting

either. from 8 so- celled lack of "demand" for their labor or

from discrimation in all its complex manifestations. The

crucial element which generates women's poverty is not only

extreme undervaluing of women's paid labor, but the total

economic denial of the caregiving work assigned to most women

by gender, which they often experience as deeply satisfying ea

well'as terribly difficult.9

I em refer here mainly to childrearing work, but I could

include the unpaid work women provide in caring for elderly or

disabled relatives, not to mention husbands. In such a

context, AFDC can be seen as the voeful2y rJadequate public

payment we provide a woman for the care she gives to her

children. For a woman to have real choices, welfare must be

viewed as a right she can always choose - whether her children

are teenagers or toddler.. The inherent difficulties involved

when a single parent cares for her family, make assuming

another job either paid employment or acquiring an education

- a brave undertaking indeed. boing so should merit a full
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array of supports and rewards(the Russian "Mother Heroes" come

to mind), rather than all the derogatory remarks and

condescending stereotypes so often bandied around.

Within this alternative framework, "dependency" is but

another word for getting what you need and have a right to, in

order to live. It is neither pathological nor demeaning.

Receiving welfare should be no more stigmatized than

"depending" on an employer to provide a Jo' or a mate to share

his income. A woman requiring resources should be encouraged

to make the choice to receive welfare benefits not cut of

"compassion", but because it is a societal obligation to

provide compensation for the valuable work she is doing. She

should also be supported in choosing paid work and education,

with the recognition that it is always done in addition to her

essential caregiving work.

In sum, Having Our Cake b-d Eating It Too has several

long term tmplications:

(1) It means reasonable benefits for child rearing -

either through an upgraded welfare system(like the current

demand for "up to the poverty level" we:fare henefits) or more

effectively, as Deanne Bonner thoughtfully suggests, through a

system of caregivers' wages - which provide a be of concrete

economic respect for the work women do.10 It is disconcerting

that so much discussion, even among feminists, has shifted to
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the question of employment and away from demands for more

extensive, life-sustaining, benefits. Granted, many women

want, and need, paid employment, but until the welfare system

provides a supportive economic base from which a woman may

seek such employment, job training program- and "work

incentives" are a cruel sham.

(2) It means a demand that full time work for everyone

men and women - be set at 25 to 30 hours a week, with pay

equity. This is a necessary step if there is to be time for

reel shared caregi.,Ing among women and men. It would also

allow more female heads of households to be employed and care

for their family without the economic or social discrimination

Inherent in -part-time" jobs. iinelly, it would provide more

time for the structural recognition of the long hours and

emotional energy involved in caregiving.

(3) It means that childcare and homemaker services be

based on the need to reduce the overload of women's

caregiving, and not be tied only to the release of caregivers

for other (paid) work.

(4) Finally, it meana that educational support for

women on welfare should be es such a priority as full time

jobs. The figures given elsewher4 in this vclume are

compelling: education is a critical component of women's

success in the job market. Any program that truly aims to end
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women's poverty must address the serious needs for education

among poor women.

These demands are not fully developed, nor are they

likely to be met tomorrow. Acknowledging them as legitmate

goals for everyone which are not yet met for anyone, would

certainly ease the kinds of tensions that surfaced in my

classroom. Educators have often talked about the need to

nourish the mind along with the body. Now we must develop

programa which allow women reasonably to eat their edt ional

cake, and change the attitudes of the rest of aocic ainst

their doing ao without pleading personal "exceptionality". It

is also possible to begin insisting on a woman's right to keep

a cake not just toduy's unleavened bread - of adequate

support in order to care for her family while she feeds her

mind. Indeed, such demands suggest that these changes are

needed for everyone - not only women on welfare. I close by

recommending Jeannie's final answer to her inquisitioners:

"Listen", she reasoned, "I think we should all be

able to get these things. Why accuse me for making the

beat I can out of a bad situttion? Why don't w4 all

insist on decent jobs and benefits that allow us to

support our families and the education we need to get

them? Why blame me for simply askLnq for what we all

deserve?"
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FOOTNOTES

1. I have written about Massachusetts and national welfare
policies in The Circle Game: Services for the Poor in
Massachusetts 1966-197$(Univ of Massachusetts Press, 1982),
end about the posaiblity of !inking social service practice
and policy with radical politics in Serving the People:
Social Services and Social Change(Columbie University Press,
1984). My current research is for a book entitled, Fears of
Dependence: The Conservative Critique of Social Welfare_ang
Its Implications. The For Crying Out Loud collection, on
women end poverty in the U.S., is co-edited with Rochelle
Lefkowitz end due for publication in Spring of 1986 by Pilgrim
Press.
2. For typical examples of such writing see: publications of
the Washington-based Heritage Foundation and the Stanford,
California-beeed Hoover Inetitue; George Gilder, Wealth end
Poverty(New York: Basic Books, 1981); end Martin Anderson,
Welfare(Stenford Ca: Hoover Institute, 1978).
3. For a powerful critique of both George Gilder end Herold
Voth see my source for these citations, Allen Hunter, "Virtue
With A Vengence: The Pro-Family Politica of the New
Right"(unpublished Ph.D.dissertation, Brandeis University,
1984).
4. See a recent unpublished MIT Masters in Planning thesis by
Marian Darlington Hope, "The Effects of The OBRA cuts in
Massachusetts" for a study of the individual effects of these
cuts.
5. I have always wondered why we spend ao much time studying
whet makes people "poverty prone", end ao little examining
whet makes people "wealth prone".
6, Here I am drawing upon a yet unpublished study by Ann
Coles,"Getting Out From Under: The Prospect of Education,
Training end Affirmative Action as Ways Out of Poverty", to be
included in my cook For Crying Out Loud, which summarizes
these cuts.
7. For good examples of the "Be Reasonable" perspective see
the MAssechusetts Department of Public Welfare 1984 Report es
well es most of the articles in The New England Journal of
Human Services over the pest four years.
8. I am particularly indebted for this conceptualization to
Deanne Bonner end her 1984 Brandeis dissertation, "When the
Bough Breaks: A Feminist Analysis of Income Policies for

Women" end to ongoing discussions with Betty Reid Mandell end
Mary Jo Hetzel.
9. Again, aee Deanne Bonner's dissertation, and hmr upcoming
articles in For Crying Out Loud for a fully elaborated
discussion of the idea of "Caregiver's Wages".
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AN "HONORABLE INDEPENDENCE":

THE NEED FOR WOMEN'S HICHER EDUCATION IN THE EIGHTIES*

Susan B. Carter

Economics Department

Smith College

May 1985

The phrase "Honorable Independence" was Catherine
Beecher's. In the 1840's she urged young women to go to school
in order to be able to support themselves if the need arose. Ste
Barbara Miller Solomon. In ma Company 21 Educated Homen. (New
Haven: Yale University Press. 1985). p. 32.
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L Introduction

Although female college graduates earn only as much as male

high school drop outs, a college education for women is far more

c'itical than ever before. The growing n'Jmbers of women fully

responsible for their own and their children's financial needs

mean that the ability to be financially independe3t, to be able

to earn what I'll define later as a family wage, has become a

necessit, for an unpredented);; large number of women. Higher

education is women's surest route to financial independence.

Section II describes why the ability to earn a family wage has

emerged as a necessity for many women. Section III spells out

the relation between higher education and a family wage. Section

IV takes a public policy perspective, examining the private and

social rates of return to higher education for women. Section V

shows how governmental assistance is required to realize the

benefits of higher education described in Sections III and IV.

II. The Importance of a Family Wage for Women Workers.

Women have had to endure low wages since the beginnings of

wage work in America. In ISIS women's wages in agriculture and

domestic activities were less than 30 percent of male wages. (1)

Industrialization and the division of labor expanded employment

opportunities for women, causing the average ratio of female to

male wages to rise. This ratio reached its current level of

approximately 60 percent by 1885 and has remained virtually
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unchanged in the one hundred years since. (2)

This low ratio of female to male earnings means that the

absolute level of women's earnings is and has been suite low. In

1982. the median income of year round; full time women workers

was only $13.663. For all women workers the median was only

$54987. Less than third of all working women earned more than

the poverty level for family of four in that year, $94862. (3)

In the past the full effects of these low wages were

softened for many women by their family connections t2 male wage

earners. Although the first substantial female labor force

boarded in corporate dormatories, this arrangement was atypical.

It was much more common for single women wage earners to live

with their parents. In rural Berkshire County Massachusetts in

the 1880's, approximately 75 percent of female cotton and woolen

mill workers resided with their parents. (4) In urban areas

Where greater variety of paid employments reduced the necessity

of moving, 84 percent of female factory workers lived with family

members. (5)

While not without costs, these family connections permitted

some women to live well and perhaps even indirectly benefit from

the restricted wage earning opportunities for women. (6) The

women without family connections to male wage earner, however,

faced grim prospects. The t'tles 'widow" and "woman adrift"

(single women not living in families) became virtually synonomous

with the poor". The situation was harshest for women with

dependents to support since the most common occupation for single
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women without an attachment to male wage earner, domestic

service, was often closed to women with dependents. (7)

The continuity of women's low wages has meant the continuity

of the connection between women's independence and women's

poverty. The only change is that today this p-verty directly

affects or threatens far larger proportion of women. 983

there were 137 divorced women for every 1.000 married women ,ith

husband present. -re than double the 1970 figure of 60.

Approximately 25 percent of all nouseholds added between 1980 and

1984 were families maintained by women. Thirty-seven percent of

women 25 and older live apart from a spouse Over half of all

female householders under age 35 have one or more of their own

children under age 18 living with them. Moreover. with

approximately one out of two marriages currently ending in

divorce, even those women who now have access to male wag( must

nrepare for tte possibility of having to support themselves and

their children on their own earnings. (8)

It has become crucial to a far larger proportion of women.

then, that 'they have the opportunity to earn an adequate wage. I

would like to refer to the adequate standard as "family wage."

I define a family wage for women workers as enough money to cover

the cost of essential goods and services for herself and her

dependents Over and above the items generally recognized as

essential, the family wage for w men workers concept takes

explicit recognition of the dollar value of child care services

which working mothers must purchase. For purposes of discussion

I set the family wage at approximately $15.000. In 1982 only
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16 6 percent of women with some income received this princely sum

or more (9)

III. Higher Education and a Family Wage for Women.

High levels of formal schooling have been an important route

to family wage for women since the earliest days of women's

education. In the declining farm regions of New England as early

as 1820 parents sought education so daughters might qualify as

school teachers. (10) In the latter half of the nineteenth

century women flocked to high school and evening cl in

typing and stenography to qualify for the newly opened clerical

opportunities for women. (11) By the turn of the century women

outnumbered men in the high schools to prepare for the better

paid, more pleasant jobs in the emerging white collar

occupations. (12)

College educated women today enjoy the same employment

advantages as did their welleducated greatgrandmothers. In

1982 median earnings for fulltime, fullyear women wage earners

with four or more years of college was 1119.417 while the

comparable figure for high school graduates was only 813,2411

(13) Moreover, college educated women had an easier time finding

jobs. Female college graduates experienced an unemployment rate

of only 2.7 percent as compared with 6.3 percent for their high

school educated sisters. (14) College education results in

higher earnings for women primarily by helping them qualify for
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the better paying occupations. Women who did not go to college

occupy only 22 percent of managerial and professional jobs even

thoue. they account for 39 percent of the female labor force. By

contrast. women with four or more years of college held 59

percent of jobs in this sector while their share of the total

feat... tabor force is only 21 7 percent. (15)

In 1982. full time. full year women in management and

professions averaged 117.326 and $18.423 per year respectively.

Comparable workers in sales and clerical. the sectors to which

female high school graduates are relegated. averaged only 111.002

and $12.693 respectively. (16) Thus. a college education is

essential to women's ability to earn a family wage.

Moreover. fLture prospects for women's employment in

management and the professions are bright. Barriers against

women in these occupations have fallen far more than in any other

area. An index of sex segregation by occupational group finds

that in the professions and management the degree of sex

segregation was lower than in the labor force generally in 1970

and declined more rapidly between 1970 and 1979. Among

professional and technical workers the index declined from 58.8

to 52.2 while among managers and administrators (except farm) the

decline was from 50.7 to 40.2. (17) While there has been some

restructuring of jobs in this sector which has reduced the

autonomy and rewards in these jobs relative to what had been the

case before 1970. nonetheless these jobs are still far better

than traditional opportunities availiable to women. (18) By

contrast, in highly skilled blue collar craft work the degree of
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sex segregation in 1970 was greater than in the worLforce

generally. Between 1970 and '779 the degree of set segregation

in this sector actually rose slightly from 85 1 to 86.3. (19)

IV. Rates of Ret rn to Higher Education for Women.

The advantages of college education for women described

above can be more precisely sumoarized with the rate of return to

education concept. The rate of return to education is more

precise measure of the impact of education on earnings because it

attempts to standardize for factors such as experience.

onthejob training and ability which also influence the level of

wages. Of the two techniques .aced to empirically estimate the

rate of return to education only one, the earnings function

approach. results in reliable measures of the impact of education

on women's earnings. (20) Using this approach Madden found that

completion of college raised wages for white women by 26.6

percent and for black women by 51.5 percent. These rates are

quite substantial aid considerably larger than the 16.6 percent

increase for white mcn and the 13.2 percent increase for Llack

men. (21) Madden also compared the returns to a college

education with those for high school and found that college

graduation had a higher payoff than high school graduation for

both men and women but. "the difference was considerably greater

for women than for men." (22)
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A careful review of this and other rate of return studies

concluded,

The results of these studies, although they
must be interpreted with caution, suggest both the
differential importance of educational investment
for women....* (23)

Thus far I have discussed only private benefits, the

advantages of higher education which can be directly appropriated

by the individual who goes to school. But properly, all benefits

accruing to the larger society should also be included in any

measure of the returns to women's education It has been shown

that educated woman's children benefit in terms of increased

scholastic performance. (24) Another social benefit of women's

higher education is the reoLced probability of college educated

women becoming dependent on public welfare. In 1982, 29.5

percent of female household heads who were high school graduates

lived below the poverty level, while among those with one or more

years of college the rate was only 17.3 percent. (25) The

implicit savings in AFDC and in all the other needbased programs

such Food Stamps, WIC, Housing Assistance, Low Income Energy

Assistance, Medicaid, Child Nutrition and Head Start,

attributable to women's college education must be properly

included as a benefit. Also, the lower unemployment rates of

college graduates imply savings in unemployment compensation.

In summary it appears that women's higher education

represents an attractive investment opportunity yielding benefits

to the one who undertakes the education and to the larger

society.
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V. The Necessity of Public Support of Higher Education.

Despite the substantial private and social benefits of

higher education for women. disproportionately large number of

able women are unable to attend college. A detailed study of the

high school class of 1972 found that 42.9 percent of white males

but only 38.3 percent of white females attended college. Among

the welltodo college attendance rates of men and women were

similiar, but as family income fell, far more women than men

found it impossible to attend. (26)

While the enrollment rates of women have grown faster than

those of mcn since 1972. this enrollment growth has been

concentrated in public. two year institutions offering low

tuition. The rapid enrollment growth in this sector has meant

drastic redistribution of the female college population. In 1970

only 25 percent of female college students were enrolled in

public twoyear institutions. By 1981 the proportion was 4!

percent. (27)

As this evidence suggests. women college attendance is more

sensitive to tuition and family income than men's. The reason

for this seems to be that women's opportunities to finance a

given tuition bill are more restricted than men's. (28) Women's

wages are lower. thus it takes more hours in the market place to

accumulate a given amount of money. Women are far less likely to

have veterans' educational benefits. Student finaicial aid

covers smaller share of college costs for female than for male

recipients. (29) These factors result in substantial gender
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differences in the impact of economic factors on college

attendance. They imply that public subsidies to women's

education are needed to affect true equality of educational

opportunity.

V. Conclusions.

Higher education is the most straigh.forward route to the

"Honorable Independence" which has become a concern for so many

women. Moreover. higher education for women offers substantial

private and social rates of return. But public assistance is

needed to enable many women to take advantage of these

opportunities. Expanded federal and state aid to womun's higher

education can help ensure equality of educational opportunity and

promote equality of opportunity in the labor market.
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"SETTING ASIDE WELFARE MYTHS"
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Associate Commissioner for Employment and Training (ET)

Massachusetts Department of Public Welfare

June 1985

"Of all Cod's creatures, (wr)man alone is poor." Jane Welsh

INTRODUCTION

Recently I have had the good fortune to meet with the field

staff of the Massachusetts Department of Public Welfare. During

these informal sessions, I learned a number of things about their

attitudes concerning their careers with the Department. One of

the most notable in regard to our theme is that they generally do

not, by their own admission, acknowledge that they work for the

Department. Rather. they use creative euphemisms like "I am a

State employee" or "I'm in Human Resource Development." Sadly,

they have learned that to publicly indicate that they work for

the Welfare Department precipitates lengthy, sometimes hostile.

diatribes that are occasionally personal), ibusive. In many

instances they seem to feel that they suffer as much of a stigma

by participating in the administration of the Aid to Families

with Dependent Children Program as do the clients themselves.

However, the abuse that we in human Se:vices experience is in no

way parallel to the mistrust, hostility, and dehumanization that

the clients experience. Since it is safe to assume that most

people dr not generally cause conflict with others without serious

provocation, there must be something about "public aid" or

"welfare" that precipitates these attacks. The word "welfare"

has come to be synonymous with criminality, the undeserving,

indolence. lazyness, immorality and voverty.
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It is the purpose of this paper to attempt to explore

the mythplogy that imprisons the welfare recipient.

We will consider nine statements that are generally

regarded as facts by the American public. We flatly assert

that these statements are largely mythological. These

nine myths by no means begin to exhaust the possibilities

for distortion and misunderstanding, but do highlight

current folklore about welfare.

These myths are:

1. The majority of people who receive public

assistance are able-bodied adults who don't

work because they don't want to?

2. Famil.es receiving welfare remain

"on the rolls" for generations?

3. People move into Massachusetts for the

sole purpose of collecting welfare

benefits?

4. Most welfare recipients are Black or

other minorities?

5. Large numbers of women have babies

for the sole purpose of caking themselves

eligible for welfare benefits?

6. Most welfare mothers go on welfare as

teen-agers?

7. The majority of people on welfare try

to cheat the system?
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e money for luxuries?

and

9. The majority of welfare recipien

school.

is have not completed high

Of course the are true statements, almost everyone says they

are, bot are they?

Public Policy on Assistance

Let us look at the history of the American public welfare

system vith particular emphasis on Massachusetts. We will identify

the recurrent themes and attitudes which are entrenched in these

com'only held concepts.

The Americ_n welfare system reflects English se,.enteenth

century thought regarding poverty. This mode of thinking can be

traced back over 2,000 years before the Colonists settled in the

new world. Reflecting on the implication of mass poverty ,n the

well being of the Creek Republic Aristotle wrote "poverty 14 the

parent of revolution and crime". Subsequenely, the advent of

Christian thought and principles dramatically altered attitudes

toward the poor. Christ taught that it was more blessed to "Give

than to receive." This gave the fortunate an opportunity to use

the previously wretched and offensive "poor" as a mean* of

redemption. However, the poor vere subject to the up and down

turns of the well-to-do and their capriciousness. In the piddle

fourteenth century we see the first legislation governing the

"giving of alms". The "Statuteof Laborers", issued one year

following the Black Death, which wiped ovt a major portion of the

European population. This law effectively compelled the jobless



295

to work for anyone who offered the established minimum wage and

prohibited the distribution of charity among the "sturdy and valiant"

beggars.

Two hundred years elapsed before the English Parliament appar-

ently felt the need to establish a more formalized system for contain-

ing the beggars. Predicated on the certification of inability to

work, each pruner was assigned an area in which to beg. In this

way the patrons of the poor could be assured that the poor person

was worthy of alms and "truly needy". During this time period, alms

giv' g was seen by the rich as a way of getting to heaven. The

poor provided the wealthywith an opportunity to exercise the virtue

of charity and therefore obtain salvation. Christian thought

prevailed.

Although the custom was to provide private aid to the

destitute. in 1560 poor tax payments by households became obliga-

tory. A quarter of a century earlier a law had been passed which

decentralized the distribution of charitable gifts making it the

responsibility of local officials. Reinforced with this new

legislation. a more predictable source of revenue for dissemina-

tion to the poor was made available. This decentralized method

of lischarging society's responsibility for the poor has endured.

The early seventeenth century saw the emergence of the

Elizabethan "Poor Laws" which remained intact for over 250 years.

For the first time, we see reference to the young poor. The new

legislatior provided for three groups of paupers:
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- The sturdy vagabonds or the able bodied poor

- The lame, impotent, ole, blind and others unable
to work

- Poor children.

It also placed a great deal of the burden for maintenance of

family members on the familial unit. Parents were held to be

responsible for their children and grandchildren. Conversely,

children were responsible for unemployed parents and grandparents.

Sturdy vagabonds were compelled to return to the towns o. their

birth.

A new assignment of public officials was created called the

Overseers of the Poor. At their disposal was the maintenance of

the obligatory tax for the poor as well as voluntary charity.

Overseers also had the right to establish workhouses for the poor

and to "bind out" children of the poor. The male children were

indentured up to age 21 as trade apprentices allowing them a

career option of sorts. However, the female young poor were

always indentured as domestics for a period not exceeding their

etxteenth year.

So we see the evol.:tion cf three major welfare principles

which resulted from the Elizabethan Laws:

1. The responsibility for the poor was a local one;

2. Those localities held only the responsibility
for their own citizens; and

3. Families within each jurisdiction were compelled
to care for their own family members.

Joe Feagin suggests that attitudes about caring for the poor

had become harsh and restrictive for two primary reasons. There

was a continuing fear among the ruling classes that the poor were
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ripe for rebellion and revolt. Doubtless they had read Aristotle

on this point. Simultaneously, a sizable group of single unattached

working mzn was developing. It seemed that they were afraid of

growing numbers of men not committed to a family life-style. In

this regard, they feared the weakening if not dissolution of the

family which was, after all, the basic unit responsible for the

care of the poor.

THE COLONIES

While the Colonies were quickly s .tled by those who sought

individual rights and freedoms, they carted across the seas many

of the same attitudes which predominated their lives in England.

Treat..;,nt of the poor in the new England evolved directly

from the entrenched English practices. The system was administered

by the local officials and available only to Chose who were

considered to be inhabitants of that locale. The family unit

continued to serve as the major form of prevention of poverty.

In the original settlements each free man was considered a

partner in joint enterprise. However, the idea of the pooling

of resources or socialism almost caused the extermination of the

colony. Colonists objected to sharing with people who made

little or no contribution to the group. Consequently Joint

Enterprise or pooling was replaced with the idea of individual

property.

By 1670, the law required that an individual live with his/

her family; single people could not live alone and if the person

had no family in the colony, local officials selected one for

them. When the head of household demonstrated his economic
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Incompetence, the family unit was destroyed. Remaining property

was then disposed or and the children were indentured as was the

case in England. Widows were shuttled from place to place so

that they would not become a burden on any one locality.

Englaqd also used the same strategy as early as 1617, the

mother country was shipping undesireables to the colonies.

Likewise this forced immigration began with dependent children

and later included convicts, the mentally unbalanced and indigents.

As a result, laws of inhabitance were established which stipulated

that the locale was still responsible for the support of their

poor. Later the responsibility for allowing only propertied

people into the country was placed on the ship masters wno were

forced to post a sizeable bond to assure that passengers would

not be potential liabilities to the community.

In Pennsylvania in 1718, being poor was felt to be a sign of

immorality, unworthiness and laziness. Recipients of charity

were required to wear the latter "P" on their sleeves. This

labelling reflects an attitude of cruelty and intolerance

towrrd pauperism just as the scarlet "A" forced upon the fictional

Hester Prynne denounces immorality. Even as creative a mind as

Benjamin Franklin embraced this concept of punishing the poor.

He noted that by providing the poor with relief removed from

people their greatest inducement to industry, frugality and

sobriety. Not only were the poor subjected to community cruelty

and scorn, but they were also disabused of their voting franchise.

Samuel Roberts published a tract paper entitled Mary Wilden,

A Victim of the Hew Poor Law in which he alleged that the law condemned



the poor to "close imprisonment, famishing and disease - to brutal violence

to horrible filth - and to premature death. We have laws to protect brute

beasts from such horrible cruelty but it seems none to protect the most

pitiable of all human creatures."

Laws concerning inhabitance were drastically revised in 1767. It defined

an inhabitant as "Any person who had lived a year in any town without 'warning

out0:,a process of community eviction, or who had obtained a settlement by

birth, marriage or settlement somewhere else. The significance of these

laws which were modified during the next 23 years, eaeh time extending the

period of inhabitance was to minimize the number of dependent poor. If a

dependent poor person left a locale of stipulated inhabitance, the losing

community was required to pay the receiving locale a maximum of one dollar

per week per person.

When Boston became a city in 1820 the Commonwealth had created its first

metropolitan government. The law was again changed to incorporate this concept

of a city. Utilizing seventeenth century legislation, Boston created

Temporary Homes for the poor and instituted workfare programs which required

the shelter residents to work at jobs, like splitting wood. In 1842 William

Gaspey wrote a poetry volume on the Poor Lass which contains the following

lines:

Oh! glorious was that mortal's skill

who first devised the Poor Law B1,1,

To teach in these enlighted times,

That Poverty's the worst of crimes.

Later the Commonwealth was the first state to initiate a centralized

form of welfare by creating a Board of State Charities. This system was

realized in 1863 and provided for the general supervision of charities.

Relief was categorized into three principal forms:
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Care and treatment of the mentally unbalanced or insane

2. Schooling and support of deaf, dumb and blind

3. Support of the dependent poor.

Over ten years later the state consolidated services to this group

under one department called the state Board of Health, Lunacy and Charity.

The responsibility of the deaf, dumb and blind was transferred to the Board

of Education and somewhat later the responsibility for criminals was shifted

to the Board of Commissioners of Prisons. The current system was established

in 1919 when public charities were reorganized into the State Department of

Public Welfare with a paid (until now volunteers had run the system)

commissioner reporting to the Governor and the Legislature. The functions

of this department were aid and relief, child guardianship and juvenile

training.

Nationally there had been created a U.S. Children's Bureau as a result

of the widows and mothers aid movement. The forerunner of the federal

welfare movement was the Temporary Employment Relief Administration (TERA).

This movement was influenced by the organization of the Charity Organization

Society (COS) in Buffalo around the late nineteenth century. They saw their

mission as the control of the poverty/eligibility of charity recipients.

Their list was designed to prevent the duplication of grants from

different agencies and did not include Blacks at all. The deserving poor

were certified eligible following a C 0 S investigation. Certain community

standards were established including the exclusion of drunkards from the

list. Relief could be provided to women with children when the husband

deserted them. On the other hand, there was no compassion or grants

available to women who left their husbands.
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Kosiaar notes that the philosophy of the COS "was that

Pauperism was the result of personal inadequacy, laziness, drink-

ing, lack of thrift and sexual immorality". Accordingly, the COS

workers provided the poor with guidance and counsel. This estab-

lished the case work model allowing the workers to diagnose and

treat the personal ailments or deficiencies of the poor. It is

important to note that the federal government used the COS list

In its distribution of grants, effectively eliminating the parti-

cipation of Blacks in this system.

The Bureau of Children, which acknowledged the sovereignty

of the locale, promoted the Mother's Aid Laws and their adoption.

"Established need" was a prerequisite for the grants which

frequently excluded deserted, divorced or unwed mothers. It was

feared that providing these groups with relief would encourage

them to leave their husbands as well as to have children out of

wedlock. Tests of character and fitness were required by some

states. In order to qualify it was necessary to secure a certi-

ficate of character and fitness from at least two respectable

townspeople. In other locales, the names of applicants were

publicly posted so that citizens cauld protest individual grants.

The Great Depression radicalized general thought about the

relationship between individual inadequacies and poverty., The

depression served as a great equalizer, making the poor even

poorer and the rich much less rich. It is clear that Aristotle's

observations on potential problems were accurate.

There has been a cyc)ical expansion of relief assistance to

defuse outbreaks of revolts. These expansions in aid were, in

part, intended to defuse outbreaks of revolts of the poor and to

mute civil disorders. One orthe goals of the Social Security
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Insurance Act of 1935 was the relief of suffering experienced by

the destitute poor and to maintain the existing political order.

Of significance is the need of the economy to right itself by

placing disposable income in the hands of the real consumers, the

poor. Of equal importance was the fact that Title IV which

created the Aid for Dependent

grant available.

Four categories of need were

Children was the only means tested

established by the Act in 1935:

Old Age Assistance, Aid to the Blind, Aid to the Permanently and

Totally Disabled and of course. Aid for Dependent Children.

Regarding the goal of reinforcing work norms and maximizing the

work effort of the poor, Cloward and Piven in Regulating the Poor

argue that once a political crisis is past, a capitalist govern-

ment may retreat to a more restrictive posture in regard to welfare.

These governments may embrace policies which insure even large

numbers of low paid workers for business and industry. In order

to insure an adequate labor pool, relief criteria are manipulated.

SUMMARY

This sojourn into the history of social policy regarding welfare

was intended to assist us in determining how the strong, often

hostile attitudes against those who suffer in poverty developed,

and why workers and clients alike try to avoid sharing any informa-

tion which might point to their participation at any level in the

system. Are our nine myths true statements? The Research, Planning

and Evaluation Unit of the Department of Public Welfare recently

compiled the following responses to our myths. NONE of the nine

is accurate.
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AN EXAMINATION OF THE NINE MYTHS

1. THE MAJORITY OF PEOPLE WHO RECEIVE PUBLIC ASSISTANCE ARE ABLE-BODIED

ADULTS WHO DON'T WORK BECAUSE THEY DON'T WANT TO?

Reality - Two out of three AFDC recipients are children.

Supporting Documentation - Almost half the children receiving AFDC in
Massachusetts are under the age of 6, and 85% are under the age of 14.

The average age of an AFDC child is 71.1.

Ages of all AFDC Children

4 -6 yrs.--19.1.:

7-10 yrs.-20.0%

0-3 yrs.--26:9Z

\----

AZO17+ yrs.--8.3%
&o.

44404.:mv.
460t..

ii -ie yrs.--25.7%

2. FAMILIES RECEIVING WELFARE REMAIN "ON THE ROLLS" FOR GENERATIONS?

Reality - More than half the families were on welfare for less
than one year.

Supporting Documentation - Nationally, about one-half of AFDC
recipients receive assistance for less than one year. About
two-thirds of AFDC recipients receive aid for less than three years.

Recent national studies have shown that most people who received
welfare as children do not receive welfare as adults.

3G9,
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3. PEOPLE HOVE INTO MASSACHUSETTS FOR THE SOLE PURPOSE OF COLLECTING WELFARE

BENEFITS?

Reality - People cl^ not move to Massachusetts to receive welfare.

Supporting Documentation - 93% of AFDC recipierts have lived in Massachusetts

since 1975.

93% of all Massachusetts residence have lived in the State since 1975.
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4 MOST WELFARE RECIPIENTS ARE BLACK OR OTHER MINORITIES?

Reality - Two out of three recipients are white.

Supporting Documentation - Ethnic Characteristics of Massachusetts
AFDC recipients.

18X are black
17X are Hispanic

9 out of 10 speak EnRlish

White-63.6%

I

Black--18.0%

Other--1.0%

HISPANIC - -17.4X

BASED ON NOVEMBER 1984 CASELOAD

5. LARGE NUMBERS OF WCMEN HAVE BABIES FOR THE SOLE PURPOSE OF MAKING
THEMSELVES ELIGIBLE FOR WELFARE BENEFITS?

Reality - Welfare families reflect the composition or general Massachusetts
population in terms of number of children. Note: (In order to qualify
for AFDC, a family must have children)

Supporting Documentation - Of all AFDC families, 47% have one child-
while 37% of general population have one child.

- Of all AFDC families, 29% have two children while 37% of all Massachusetts
have two children.

- Of all AFDC families, 15% have three children while 17% of all Massachusetts
families have three.

AFDC families with four or more children represent 10% of caseload
as does general Massachusetts population.
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AFDC Families

1 child- -47.5X

-441111,-0 children-8.8X

2 children-28.9X

2 children-37.4X

'3 children-14.8X

All Hassachusetts Families

With Children

1 child-37.4%

""411117CH ELDREN - -17.2%

4+ CHILDREN - -8.0%

6. HOST WELFARE MOTHERS GO ON WELFARE AS TEENAGERS?

Reality - Fewer than 3% of welfare mothers are teenagers, average

Age of AFDC mother is 32.

Supporting Documentation - Almost 45% of AFDC mothers are 21 -29, 31%

are 30-39, 15% are 40 7% are 19-20, fewer than 3% are under 18.
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The Age of Parents of AFDC Families

21-29 yrs.- -44.9%

30-39 yrs.--31.0X

19-20 yrs.--6.91

0-18 yrs.--2.8.1

40* yrs.--14.4Z

7. THE MAJORITY OF WELFARE RECIPIENTS TRY TO CHEAT THE SYSTEM?

Reality - In Massachusetts 5% of clients appear to have attempted

to defraud the system.

Supporting Documentation - In 1982, the Commissioner of the Internal
Revenue Service estimated that taxpayer failure to report income
resulted in a loss of 20% of the revenue owed to the government.
In comparison, of all the AFDC payment errors in Massachusetts only
5% result from recipient failure to report information which would
affect the amount of benefits.

Nationwide, less than 2.6% of AFDC cases are judged to be appropriate

for fraud investigation.

8. AFDC GRANTS PROVIDE MONEY FOR LUXURIES?

Reality - An AFDC family of three has less than 12.00 per day for

extras.

Supporting Documentation - After paying for food, clothing, fuel,
utilities, and rent, and AFDC family of three has less than $2 a day
available for transportation, household e'penses, furnishings, and

all other needs.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Monthly Resources for an AFDC Family of Three

AFDC Grant $396.00

Clothing Allowance 20.83

Food Stamps 144.00

The AFDC grant of $396 is based on the assumption that a
family of three in Massachusetts needs $102 for rent and
$46.50 for cue' and utilities. In fact, an AFDC family
of three pays on average $240 for rent and $100 ror fuel
and utilities. The family is left with $56 a month for
all other expenses besides food and clothing.

9. THE MAJORITY OF WELFARE RECIPIENTS HAVE NOT COMPLE-ED HIGH SCHOOL?

Reality - 50% of AFDC adults have completed high s:hool or above.

Supporting Documentation - Educational levels of AFDC adults:

% of
AFDC Adults

A. 15%

B. 35%

34%

13%

3;

Last grade
attended M.A. Adults

-- 0 - 8 A. 28Z

-- 9 - 12 B. 36Z

C. High 50001 and
above (50%)

(:High School)
degree only C. 361.

D. Some college D. 16Z

E. College graduate E. 20Z

320.A..11A.VA V103 T238
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CONCLUSIONS

By embracing these and other welfare myths, private

citizens, social workers, educators and policy makers - in

fact most of us tend to view the welfare recipient in an

unfavorable light.

Welfare recipients are not seen as contributing members

of our community. The reality is that they do not significantly

differ from us. Misfortune alone separates us.

During the second Dukakis Administration, the former

Secretary of Human Resources, the late Manuel Carballo, carefully

avoided planning based on the myths. He consulted with policy

makers, welfare clients, administrators, workers and welfare

advocates; reviewed the input carefully and designed the

structural framework for the Employment and Training Program

(nicknamed E.T.)

Using Secretary Carballo's framework, Commissioner Charles

M. Atkins and this writer fltshed out a program for the employment

of welfare recipients whict acknowledged and handled the

significant barriers to employment faced by many unemployed

people. It is a program of a wide variety of choices, some

focusing on direct employment and others focused on enhancing

the person's employability; it held that clients were expected

to succeed, therefore disavowing any idea that the recipients

were failures and/or inadequate; funds are provided for the

client's transportation to end from job interviews or training;

and funds are provided for daycare services providing an

opportunity for women with children under six.

)
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Since October, 1983, over 16,000 welfare clients have secured

unsubsidized employment and another 7,000 have participated in

some form of job readiness, including career planning, adult

literacy, community college or skills training. Another 13,000

have participated in similar programs not funded by the Department.

It is conservative to estimate that over 25,000 clients ourof a

group of over 100,000 adults receiving benefits have chosen to

take part in this program. While great strides have been realized,

it is recognized that problems still remain. We need to assure

that discrimination in the hiring of women and minorities is

drastically reduced; that the wages offered clients in their new

jobs represent an adequate income above poverty level which would

allow them to properly care for their children; and the availability

of public transportation in suburban and rural Massachusetts. Also,

daycare slots are not always available when clients feel ready to

enter or reenter the labor force.

In general, however, it certainly demonstrates that the poor

are not as the myths suggest.

History, present public attitudes, and the New Federalism

not withstanding, carefully planned and administered employment

and training programs do work. These programs convincingly lay

to rest even the most intolerant opposition to helping poor

. ple - in the case of AFDC predominately women - "pull them-

selves up by their bootstraps." When the poor are helped to

pull themselves up, they walk with pride and dignity into the

economic mainstream.

This is not a myth.
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Dr. Gerard T. Indelicato
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Educational Affairs to
Governor Michael Dukakis

at Smith College
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Smith College, as described by its catalogue,

began in the conscience of a New England woman. Precisely

because of that conscience, still very much alive more

than one hundred years after the college was founded,

we have gathered to probe the topic of "Women, Welfare,

and Higher Education."

Smith College is particularly suited, indeed,

has earned the right, to host such a conference because

Smith College has been doing something about the

problems we are discussing. Helping women on welfare

change their lives by earning a college degree has

already been accomplished, and continues being

accomplished, at Smith College because President

Conway and the faculty, students, trustees and

alumnae of Smith College have made it an integral

part of this college's mission.

We all recognize that over the past 100 years

Smith has been a pioneer in the field of women's

higher education. A decade ago it took another leap

forward in the field by establishing the Ada Comstock

Program.
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Well over $2 million dollars has been raised by

Smith College from private sources to fund the

Ada Comstock Program, including - specifically - a

major grant from the Charles Stewart Mott Foundation

which directly supports the education of mothers on

welfare enrolled at Smith.

At this point I should tell you that I have a

very special and personal sense of gratitude toward

the Mott Foundation because I was fortunate enough to

be designated as a Mott Fellow while pursuing my

doctorate at the University of Connecticut. Therefore,

I have more than one reason to be pleased to represent

at this conference a Governor, Michael Dukakis, and an

administration who care as much as Smith College

obviously does about the problems of women on welfare.

It is important to be part of an administration

that is deeply committed to finding ways to improve

on a permanent basis the lives of such women, many of

whom have known pain and frustration in measures beyond

which most of us are capable of imagining.
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At the outset it is important to establish the

point that in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts,

at least, there are substantial numbers of women

who are turning their lives around through job training

and higher educational experiences.

Perhaps you watched or listened to Governor

Dukakis on the evening of January 16, 1985, as he

delivered his annual "State of the State Address,"

which he entitled, "Opportunity for All."

The Governor spoke that evening from tLe

rostrum of the Chamber of the Massachusetts House

of Representatives. Seated a few feet away was a

special guest of the Governor, a woman named

Marie Bouchard. As he talked with confidence and

optimism about the remarkable economic recovery

the state has enjoyed, and particularly as he spoke

about the human face of the recovery, Governor

Dukakis said:

"Listen to Marie Bouchard. Ten years ago,

untrained and without day care for her children,

she had to go on welfare.
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"Today she is a successful graduate of the

Employment and Training Choices Program and she is

off welfare, back in the mainstream, and employed

full-time at the Cliftex Plant in New Bedford

as a computer scanner operator."

I believe Governor Dukakis set a tone and

drew special emphasis to several important themes

when he made that reference at the opening of his

"State of the State Address."

First, the Governor wanted it understood

that the phrase "Opportunity for All" is not merely

a slogan nor a casual expression but is, instead,

a goal that is reachable, attainable, and, as he

said, is within our grasp.

Second, this administration realizes the

importance of breaking the so-called "cycle of poverty"

which traps whole generations of Massachusetts citizens

and denies them their iyhtful share of the best health

care, adequate housing, and the educational opportunities

which are so often the margin for individual improvement

and progress.
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That cycle can be broken. Marie Bouchard,

and the women on welfare who are Ada Comstock Scholars

at Smith, are evidence of that. And in their achievements

we see the promise and potential inherent if we continue

to deal aggressively and imaginatively with a problem

of staggering and growing proportions. Marie Bouchard

succeeded because, in the first place, she had the

motivation and desire to do so. Motivatit . among such

women is a tremendously important factor, and they seem

to have it in abundance. But in addition to motivation,

there has to be a vehicle for expressing that energy

and drive.

In the case of Marie Bouchard, it was the

Employment and Tra_ning Choices Program, a program

sponsored by state government that gave her the skills

and the confidence to complement her desire to

get off welfare.

Welfare mothers are a unique challenge. We all

know that. Indeed, of all the groups which could be

classified as economically disadvantaged, they may face

a steeper uphill climb than anyone else.
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Says author Michael Harrington his book,

The New American Poverty, 1 "The plight of the

female poor is to occupy a disadvantaged position

within an already, disadvantaged occupational

structure." Harrington's point is that although the

woman on welfare may have an extraordinary desire

to improve herself, she confronts a series of

formidable obstacles.

She has all the same disadvantages that all

women face in the job market, such as lower wages

than men for many comparable jobs, and the fact Ault

many of society's better-paying jobs are still

dominated by men. She has these problems to contend

with plus additional burdens. For example, she must

balance whatever career aspirations she has with the

very reel demands of raising children, often as a

single parent, the has to feed, provide for, and

shelter her family on an income so limited that only

the most basic necessities are granted.

Given all of the demands made upon her, and

often there are those just cited and many more

besides, one might conclude that such a challenge

is beyond her reach. Yet Marie Bouchard is no anomaly.

1

Michael Harrington, The New American Poverty

(New York: Holt, Rinehart, and Winston, 1984)
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She is, in fact, representative of a very

large number of welfare mothers in Massachusetts who

have turned their lives around. As Governor Dukakis

noted in his "State of the State Address," the

Employment and Training Program has already

placed some 12,000 welfare recipients in permanent

jobs.

So far, a total of 77% of all participants

in that program have been women, and 18% of them

have been women with children under the age of

six. Incidentally, among the happiest statistics

associated with this successful program is that

those ]2,000 welfare recipients placed in permanent

jobs are being paid wages that are, on the average,

at least double what they were receiving from

public assistance programs.

No single program can meet the needs of every

person in the Commonwealth. The welfare problem is

neither simple nor easy to eradicate. The numbers involved

are evidence of that.
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For example, consider the statistics revealed in

a recently published Ford Foundation Working Paper,

quoted in a Boston Globe editorial: In the past

two decades, the number of families headed by women

has more than doubled; since a family headed by a woman

is four-and-a-half times more likely to be poor, that

is almost automatic poverty; and studies reveal that

almost half of all female-headed families in Massachusetts

are living below the official poverty line.

There are no simple, nor fast, nor easy solutions.

But the evidence is that we can make a difference.

Programs can be constructed that help people improve

themselves. That is why many of us involved in education

are enthusiastic about a relatively new state program

entitled the "Adult Learner Program," which is less

than two years old.

The primary purpose of the Adult Learner Program

is to give financial support to women on welfare who

want to go to college despite the demands of complicated

and negative personal lives. The program is administered

through the Massachusetts Board of Regents of Higher

Education and involves both public and private colleges

and universities cooperating to help women on welfare.

326
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First priority is given to female AFDC recipients

with children between the ages of fourteen and eighteen,

and the second highest pricrity is given to all other

categories of AFDC recipients. The program's fundamental

purpose is to give women who meet these basic criteria

the financial help so they can attend college through

a combination of state funds and federal grants and

scholarships. In the last fiscal year, according to

the Board of Regents, a total of 27 public and independent

colleges and universities throughout the Commonwealth

participated in the Adult Learner Program. In the

current fiscal year, that number has increased to

48 colleges and universities.
.1;

A year ago, there were 535 AFDC recipients enrolled

in the Adult Learner Program. Today that number has

increased to 665. The average financial aid award from

state sources has climbed from $500 in the last fiscal

year to $750 in the current fiscal year.

An important corollary of the program is

that each participant continues to receive the same

level of public assistance as they did before

enrolling in c *liege. What makes this program's potential

so attractive, indeed, critical, are the following hard

facts about jobs and educational expectations in the

Commonwealth:
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Acco.ding to a recent study, of the ninety-five

growth occupations in Massachusetts that yield at least

$9,000 or more annually in salary, seventy-five require

post-secondary education. Sixty-seven of these growth

occupations require at least an Associate's Degree;

thirty-eight require at least a Bachelor's Degree.

Anyone who has been following the trends that

merge occupations with educational requirements is

not surprised by such figures. Today many educators,

economists, and career counselors agree that a college

diploma has become the minimum passport to the middle

class.

However, as James Follows, in writing for the

Atlantic Monthly2 stated, The problem with the new

passport is that it is distributed even less fairly

than the old. If you don't get on the college track in

high school, you'll probably never go to college. And

if you're born into the wrong family, you may never know

of the track at all. If we're serious about expecting people

to move toward new opportunities, then we must also be

serious about removing the barriers that stand in their way.'

2

James Follows, "America's Changing Economic Landscape,"
Atlantic Monthly, March, 1985.
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Fellows' points are valid and supported by

reams of data and study after study. We are living in

a time when more women are going to college than

ever before. In fact, for the first time in our history

with the possible exception of wartime, pore women are

enrolled in America's colleges and universities than

men. Women of all family backgrounds, eOnic groups,

and income levels recognize the value of possessing

a college degree. And slowly, because of their increasing

levels of education, and because of social changes,

women are beginning to move into occupations that were

previously bastions of male dominance.

To illustrate: Since 1972, there his been a

thousand-fold increase in the number of women studying

engineering full-time in America's colleges and

universities. Fifteen per cent of all undergraduate

students in engineering are now women; by 1990, the

number of women earning undergraduate degrees in

business will be eight times that of the 1960's.

As more and more women enter the labor force each

year their impact and influence are enormous. Consider that

in 1983 there were 48.5 million women working in America

compared with 35.2 million in 1974, a difference of

thirteen million in just ten years. Unfortunately,

millions of women are still being left behind.
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B.G. Wells once said, "History is a race between

education and catastrophe." For many women on welfare,

education is the only way out of catastrophe.

The Adult Learner Program is one answer for women

with high motivation, high potential, but virtually

no chance to improve their lives. Such women are out

there now, enrolled at Bridgewater State College,

Greenfield Community College, Worcester State College,

and many other institutions of higher education across

the Commonwealth.

Many of them are like a woman named Carol, who

comes from Taunton, Massachusetts. Married, with two

children, she has been on AFDC since her husband

disappeared several years ago. Carol is a typical

example of the kind of women who are taking advantage

of the Adult Learner Program. Now a sophomore at

Bridgewater State College, majoring in Management and

effectively balancing the demands of the classroom,

where she is an excellent student, with her role as an

AFDC mother with two children, both of whom are under

the age of seven. Women such as Carol have a high level of

ability and a strong desire to finish their college

education.
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If such women share a common bond, other than

the unfortunate circumstances which placed them on

AFDC in the first place, it is that they are ready for

this challenge. And Massachusetts need their enhanced

skills and aptitudes because educating such women

is an act of economic self-preservation. Employers are

shifting their focus from cost to quality, and in the

process are seeking out better educated and trained

labor forces - not cheaper ones.

While the United States is more altomated

than ever before, a larger percentage of its people

are employed than at any other point in its history.

In addition to these, I would like to stress

another principle: Our nation has thrived on the

principle of social mobility whereby an entire ethnic

group -- be they Italians, Irish, Jews, or any other

ethnic group -- were able to advance themselves

because their toil was rewarded with better living and

working conditions. Females living in poverty cut across

all ethnic lines and cultural barriers. They represent an

entire underclass all by themselves. They and their poor

children are the most vulnerable members of our society.
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But the future need not be bleak and without

hope.

The Massachusetts experience is that government

programs can make a difference, if they are realistic

in their goals and offer a support network that enables

poor people to take advantage of the opportunities

such programs offer. The Adult Learner Program is certainly

an ambitious and so far successful effort in the right

direction.

The question becomes, "How can we expand this

effort to reach more qualified and deserving people?"

Massachusetts' public colleges and universities have

special obligations in this regard. As state-supported

institutions, the Commonwealth's public colleges,

public universities, and community colleges are

geographically accessible and economically affordable.

Since the first of these institutions was founded

in 1839, this has been a part of .heir mission and

purpose.
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Massachusetts' public colleges and universities

have a tradition of providing educational opportunities

to people of all income brackets, particularly those

who might not be able to otherwise afford a college

education. It is vital to emphasize that the Adult

Learner Program has flourished thanks to the splendid

cooperation between public colleges and universities

and independent institutions. However, I believe the

future growth of this particular program must primarily

be a high priority of state-supported colleges and

universities, especially since threatened cutbacks in

federal financial aid will hit this population as

hard, or harder, than most other groups.

State-supported institutions are also integrally

linked with other state agencies which are engaged in

the effort to help improve the lives of women on

welfare. That natural and already existing relationship

should foster continuing progress and expansion.

In the end, it will be no single program nor

single initiative that will provide the answer to each

individual's special needs and circumstances. Rather, it

will be a combination of different efforts with the

same goals that will ultimately have a profound and

lasting impact on the greatest number of lives.
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As we concentrate our attention and focus our

energy on the problems associated with relieving the

despair of women on welfare, we would do well to keep

in mind the words of Sophia Smith, who founded our

host institution with this special mission as its

purpose:

"It is not my intention to render my sex any less

feminine," she wrote in her will, "but to develop as fully

may be the powers of womanhood, and furnish women with

the means of usefulness, happiness, and honor, now withheld

from them."

Thank you.
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education for even this remaining group of AFDC beneficiaries, rhzh for the most
part consists of single women with dependent children. The act imposed new work
requirements and tighter restrictions on receipt of other income, which may 'cad de
some kinds of student aid. These changes lammed the chimes that AFDC recipients
would be required to participate in mandatory work programs rather than attend school
and that, if they did manage to enroll in college, their AFDC benefits might be reduced.
These disincentives were (tether latighteroi by the fact that Medicaid benefits are
linked to the receipt of AFDC, so that loss of the latter threatened the forma as well,
and by new restrictions in the food stamp program affecting students as well as other
recipients

The 1981 changes exacerbated an apparent contradiction in federal policy. On the
one hand, the federal government has sought to increase educational opportunity by
providing financial aid programs to help meet college costs for those unable to pay for
poitsecoodary education on their own. The substantial federal invatnient in student aid
programs is premised on the belief that attaitunea of a college education provides the
best opportunity for low-income citizens to break the poverty cycle (Olneck 1977). On
the other hand, low-income people may be penalized by the public itialtaoce programs
upon which they rely for basic subsistence if they try to take advantage of student
financial aid programs and pursue higher education.

While changes in federal policy would be necessary to eliminate all of the
disuicatives that result from the incompatibilities in overlapping programs, much can
be done at the state and local level. This is particularly true where AFDC benefits are
involved.' Since the AFDC program operates as a federal state partnership, with both
partners contributing financially to the program, basic policy is set in Washington but
states have significant latitude in program impkmestatioa. In some states, rules and
procedures may differ from locality to locality. Some program tlaneetssuch as job
search requirements for recipientsmay be emphasized more heavily in some places
than in others. The complex, often changing, and frequently confusing regulations
governing AFDC may be interpreted differently from county to county and sometimes
even from caseworker to casework= These geographic and thdrvidual differences in
program operation may make the AFDC system seem terribly complex, but they also
provide opportunities at the state and local level to overcome problems facing AFDC
recipients who wish to pursue postsecondary armada,

I Swam rectpitses et food swap goodly fax &Wm doiseestilve We We loot famed oa fad
sumps la this repan far two masons fine. than an re.bovely fete stidaot tecipatats left after 111104:0001

esrned vox the pea decade Second, fwd mean malodor mac it very &Mak so imam rodeo aid
Pim texas wind as warred lacome. now far wares and a pry erica led modem fees
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Strategies for Resolving
Conflicts

o identify successful strategies for helping AFDC recipients pursue postsecondary
education, we turned to institutional financial aid officers, the staffs of state aid

agencies, and Educational Opportunity Centers, several of which have extensive
experiutce with AFDC clients. We undertook a major review of activities in the state of
Massachusetts, where the Educations/ Oppcnunity Center has taken a leading role in
working with welfare clients, and we supplemented findings from that state with
approximately 50 telephone interviews with individuals ut II states and the District of
Columbia. We attempted to include as resource people individuals in states where
AFDC is administered by local offices of a state agency as well as individuals from
states where counties administer the AFDC program. We also included states that
operate Work Incentive Demonstration Prcgrams and/or "watfare" programs as part
of AFDC (options that were encouraged under OBRA), as well as states without these

AFDC alternatives.
We found that the prospects for overcoming millets between AFDC and student

aid vary ugnificartly from place to place. They are poor where AFDC agencies or
administrators place a high priority on reducing current public assistance costs by
decreasing the welfare roll and where, as a result, postsecondary education is not
viewed as a legitimate pursuit foe AFDC sec:meats.

Nevertheless, out investigation suggests that an. officers and others have
developed a number of strategies to improve the prospects that AFDC recipients can
attend a postsecondary Institution without jeopardizing their welfare benefits These
strategies can be grouped into the following categories;

developing effective communication with agencies adnunistenng AFDC programs,

assisting AFDC recipients in negotiating job search, work, and other AFDC
requirements that can conflict with enrollment in postsecondary education;

influencing the way student financial aid is treated in the calculation of income and

resources by AFDC agencies;

assisting AFDC recipients in securing child care;

helping AFDC recipients understand the romplumes of student financial aid and
AFDC programs, including their rights and responsibilities as recipients,

staying abreast of regulations and administrative procedures an AFDC that may affect
the way recipients enrolled in postsecondary education are treated

The following sections explore each of these categories in turn

3

344



(
D

4 
Jr

...
N

.



Wiliii 'IF lillii 119 !Ili IT IIIViiewa80114 es §18.5.s.:4 A-1411=4

(4.)

IVO" PE Fillk NON: 11. i ; H411.:
1 11 Ili ikE6 Eltig. !Fk211EI Ur 1W1114

4h. Is% t lit' dIF MO 041 if! qiiI211.5
CrD "1[1 gts IIP 110L" L41P- gti Irlsiallii- 0 1 1 ir 1 . Fain. 02.fie E i - ! I.- t*Wel Will §5.t.4 spitil il Isrla

wi 10 ° II" el 41 [ 1. ig.i

idii1101. I 4 Eslig tiglik II; gqiiiill
IIRkil"." h -4 VOgik "i- 04%4
lit/We Eg gL tlisl-' i g,,,Nd fq;_ , wip,k aR. 1.R.R
11110 1 4 10-!.1 i0114 4.11,-[-'Mil 11 1411 mP ":
igui;.si; li nig. F;gtRil g lintOi

"0.





-Welt
t )



,



E2

uQ
'
i
l
l

2

i
i
5
1
1
1

i
l
l
I
P
I
P
I
I
I
P
A
l
i
i

1
1
5
1
1

i
T
I
C
5
1

r
J
i

U
l
g
i
1
3
1
1
4
1

>
%

I
M
I

j
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
4
4
1
1
1
1
0
1
1
1
1
0
1

4
5
-
0

i
r
"

t
 
1
1
s
i
i
s
 
1
0
 
r
a
u
 
i
l
i
q
i

i
l
i
1

0
0
0
 
i
i
i
,
1
4
0
1
 
5
.
1
P
t
I
l
l
i
q

s
i
4
1
.
a
-
s
t
i
l
P
1
1
1
1
V
I
I
M
I
l
i
d
t
i
l
l
i
f
q

l
l
i
i

1
1
;
1
1
.
1
1
1
1
1
/
1
;
i
t
l
i
g
"

1
1
5
1
0
1
1

E1-
112

fal
1 zitpritiT

f
l
p
 
1
0

i
'
l
 
1
1

1
-
1
-

I

;
W
I
 
2
1
.
1
 
1
1
0
1
1
-
 
1
0
.
1

C
J
i
s
l
x

7
1
'

1
1
4
1
4
0
,
4
1
1
,
1
1
1

0
IL

A
!

.1z49
I--, C

L
IP f!]-40 i

111[121iiiiriA
W

I:
01111 .14;9241p .a.lhul

14
2
i
.
i
,
 
,
I
s
t
p
g
!

w
ill

T
hrilliatIw

unitorig
22!1

-
ilm

ilA
 ihuu 11K



O



r..



.
"



22

-o

U

cr
C



E4)

2A
'

toL
O

C
Y

)

5



dr 3



351

Conclusion

Looking as the programs as a whole, there appear to be serious and persistent
contradictions in public assistance and student aid mat can limit the prospects for

the nation's most disadvantaged citizens to participate in pc...secondary education. But,
as this paper has shown, there are a number of ways of resolving conflict: without
waiting for changes in national policy Thanks to the flexibility that exists within AFDC
lot states and localities to develop many of their own rules and procedures, there is
room fo. :zonation and compromise between old and AFDC officals who share a
sense of responsibility and concern for the long -term welfare of the clients with whom
they work. Such mutual good will may be the best assurance that ...catradictions
national policy will not keep would-be students from pursuing their educational goals
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Exhibit I

Student Financial
County Case Aid. Aid Officer

Address Address

Telephone No Telephone No.

COORDINATING MEMO. DIVISION OF ECONOMIC ASSISTANCE
AND STUDENT FINANCIAL AID OFFICE 1983.84 ACADEMIC YEAR

Part A - -To Be Completed By Student

Client's Name Social Security No.

Home Address lblephone No.

I, the undersigned, understand that information may be exchanged between the
County Department of Social Services and the Office of

Student Financial Ards (OFSA) at (list school),
regarding the kinds and amounts of grants or other aid which I am receiving vm eligible to receive through either
Social Services or OSFA, for the sole purpose of determuung the type and aront of grants I should be receiving
through each program I also unoerstand that I will be provided with a copy of any and all information concerning my
files which is exchanged between Social Seri as and OSFA.

Client's Name

Date

(Student will mail to his/her Case Aide)

Part B To Be Completed By Social Services Representative and Mailed to Student Financial Aid Officer Named
Above

We anticipate that the client will be eligible for the following types of aid:

Monthly Amount Date Started Date Ended We)
AFDC (before Public Assistance Withholding)

Refugee Assistance S

Relief for Needy Indian Persons

WIN

Other

Medical Card Yes No

Social Services Representative

Date

(Signature)

3-1EIAJTAVA Yq0')1:.rfR
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Client's Name

Part C To Be Competed By The Office of Student Financial Aids and Mailed to County Social Services Agency

1. The information below applies to the following term(s):

Academic Year (September 1983 - May 1984)

Summer (lune - August 1983)

Semester I (September - December 1983)

Semester 11 (knuarY May 1984)

Revision of Previous Award

2. The student's financial aid will consist of the following funds.

Disregard Funds:

a National Direct Student Loan (NDSL) S

b Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grant (SEOG) S

c. Pell Grant S

d. College Work-Study (CWSP) S

e. Guaranteed Student Loan (GSL) S

f Wisconsin State Loan (WSL) S

Nondisregard Funds: The nondisregard funds will cover the
following items.

a Tuition and Fees S

b Books S

c Transportation

d Ctuld Care S

3 The student will not receive financial aid

1/83

Financial Aid Officer
(Signature)

Date
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The National Student Aid Coalition

The National Student Aid Coalition provides a voluntary forum for focusing the
perspectives and concerns of a variety of interested groups in identifying
issues and effectively coordinating national student cid policies among Federal
and state agencies and institutions. The Coalition consists of 37 member
associations and organizations and five public members.
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Dorothy Cann (Treasurer) National Association of Trade and Technical Schools
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Dan Hall, College Scholarship Service of The College Board

Arnold Mitchem, National Council of Educational Opportunity Associations

Kenneth Reeher, Pennsylvania Higher Education Assistance Agency

John Brugel :ex-officio), Chairman o: the Committee on Needs Assessment and
Delivery
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Pennsylvania State University

Additional copies of -AS report are available for $3.00 each from the National
Student Aid Coalition, One Dupont Circle, NW, Suite 540, Washington, DC 20036.

Copyright o 1985 by the National Student Aid Coalition
ISBN 0-8268-1477-8
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FOREWORD

This report to the National Student Aid Coalition expands on a section of a
paper entitled Student Aid: Four Suggestions for Improvement', prepared by a
Coalition Task Force in January 1984. The Task Force was established to
discuss a series of issues relating to the underlying purpose and intent of the
student aid programs. In the process of their deliberations, the Task Force
identified some general concerns about the delivery of student aid information.
This report further examines the issue of student aid information and develops
more detailed recommendations to improve the current system of providing
information on financial assistance to students and their parents.

This report was prepared by Emily Gruss, staff assistant of the National
Student Aid Coalition and Arthur Hauptman, a consultant to the Coalition with
the assistance of Scott Miller, the Coalition's Senior Research Associate.
Mary Hayes and Brenda Brown completed the production work on the report.

The project was funded by grants from the Carnegie Corporation of New York
and the Ford Foundation, however the content does not necessarily represent any
endorsement by the supporting foundations.

The national Student Aid Coalition firmly believes that providing accurate,
timely information to those considering postsecondary schooling is crucial to
ensuring access and choice, the basic goals 0. the student aid programs. It is

the Coalition's hope that this paper will er lance current information outreach
efforts and encourage new, innovative appr aches in this area.

The Coalition's membership unanimously endorsed this report at its meeting
on June 20, 1984.

Francis Keppel
Chairman, National Student Aid Coalition

Linda K. Berkshire
Staff Director, National Student Aid Coalition

3 6 4
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The primary goal of the Higher Education Act of 1965 and its subsequent
amendments is to provide disadvantaged students with an equal opportunity to
attain a postsecondary education. Despite the existence of student aid

programs over the past two decades, however, the goal of equal opportunity
remains far from being achieved. At each level of ability, students from
disadvantaged families are less likely to attend postsecondary education than
their wealthier counterparts. Participation rates of minority students in

postsecondary education improved through the mid-1970's, but litle progress
has been made since then. (see p. 2)

A lack of adequate funding for student aid programs is one reason for the
lack of progress toward the goal of equal opportunity. But more than funding
for student aid is involved in explaining the continued underparticipation of
disadvantaged and minority students in postsecondary education. Another key
reason why participation differences have not narrowed over time is that the
intended beneficiaries of the student aid programs are frequently not aware of
their eligibility.

The major concern identified in this report is that information on student
aid programs often does not reach the individuals who most need the aid --
disadvantaged, minority, and nontraditional students. Up-to-date and complete
information on student aid programs does not reach into inner cities and other
communities ttith heady concentrations of disadvantaged and minority students.
Colleges and universities do not recruit heavily in these areas, and reference
guides, if they are available, are likely to be out-of-date. In addition,
information on student aid is not made available early in the high school years
when students are deciding whether to take college preparatory courses. Early
information is especially critical for disadvantaged students who, without this
knowledge, are likely to downgrade their educational plans or not attend at
all. (pp. 3-4)

Information on aid is also sporadic for nontraditional students such as the
high school graduate who works before continuing into postsecondary eduction,
or the mother who wants to pursue further education, or the factory worker who
requires retraining. Although these nontraditional students are the largest
growing component of postsecondary enrollments, they often do not realize their
opportunities for finanical aid, principally because they are not in the high
schools where information is most available. (p. 5)

Another concern discussed in this report is that for all students the
information that is provided is often inaccurate, out-of-date, or hard to

understand. the program rules and funding levels for the student aid programs
tend to change frequently and the existing information system is not prepared
to incorporate these revisions. Moreover, the process of providing information
is not "personalized" enough. The counseling system is overloaded and many
students and their parents find themselves overwhelmed by the diversity of
financial aid programs and the complexity of the application process. (pp.

5-8)

To improve the ways in which information on financial aid programs is

provided to disadvantaged, minority, and nontraditional students, we suggest
the following:
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o Development of a mass media advertising strategy to raise the awareness
of underserved student populations about the availability of aid. (pp.
9-10)

o Expansion of TRIO information efforts to provide disadvantaged students
with early knowledge about their potential eligibility for aid. (p. 10)

o Greater reliance on Information Centers outside of the high schools to
serve as a resource alternative for disadvantaged and nontraditional
students. (p. 10-11)

o Creation of a Seed Money Fund to encourage the development and growth of
model and innovative information projects. (pp. 11-12)

In addition to addressing the particular informational needs of the
underserved populations, steps must also be taken to improve the general
quality of financial aid information that all students receive. To accomplish
this goal we suggest:

o Establishment of a 'Mater Calendar' to help ensure the timely provision
of application forms and information materials. (p. 13)

o Publication of a :omprehensive Source Document to help counselors and
others accurately portray the financial aid system to students and their
families. (pp. 14-15)

o Development of an Easy-to-Understand Guide to help students and their
families grasp their potential eligibility for financial aid, especially
in the early high school years when educational aspirations are being
formed. (pp. 15-16)

The third section of this report examines how state grant and loan agencies
provide information on student aid, based on a 1983 Coalition survey of these
agencies. The survey indicated that:

o almost all of the state agencies rely on high school counselors to
provide information on student aid;

o about one-third of the states send information directly to students and
tneir families;

o only a handful of states have programs to proviJe information to
students in the 10th grade or earlier; and

o less than half of the states apparently attempt to reach nontraditional
student groups outside of the high school setting.

Responses to the survey also indicated that state agencies tend to provide
more and better information on the programs that they administer than for
federal programs or those programs administere by educational institutions.
(pp. 17-22)

The final section of this report discusses a variety of model and
innovative projects that local and regional organi..itlons have developed to
address and respond to the information needs of students. These examples are
organized into three general categories: generating publicity about student
aid programs; innovative counseling efforts; and reaching minority,
disadvantaged and nontraditional student populations. Most innovative
information efforts apperr to be cost-effective and successful in raising
students' awareness and participation in postsecondary education. (pp. 23-301
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INTRODUCTION

This report of the National Student Aid Coalition discusses two concerns
about how information on financial assistance programs is currently provided to
students and their families. The first of these concerns is that reliable
information frequently does not reach the groups who need the aid the most
principa"ly poor and minority students. This lack of information may be a key
reason wny these groups continue to be underrepresented in postsecondary
education despite the substantial increase over time in funding for student aid
programs.

The second concern addressed in this report is that the information
provideC to all students is often inaccurate, out-of-date, or hard to
understand. The program rules and funding levels for the student aid programs
tend to change frequently and the existing information system is not prepared
to deal with these revisions. Moreover, the process of providing information
is not "personalized" enough. The counseling system is overloaded and many
students and thzir parents find themselves overwhelmed by the diversity of
financial aid programs and the complexity of the application process.

The first section of this report discusses in more detail these two
concerns about the current information system. In the next section, a number
of suggestions are made about how the current procedures could he improved at
modest additional cost. The third section examines how state grant and loan
agencies provide information on student aid based on a 1983 Coalition survey of
these agencies. Finally, several model and innovative information and
counseling efforts are described.
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I. CONCERNS ABOUT THE CURRENT INFORMATION SYSTEM

Reaching Students Who are Most in Need of Aid

The primary goal of the Higher Education Act of 1965 and its subsequent
amendments is to provide disadvantaged students with an equal opportunity to
attain a postsecondary education. To do this, the federal legislation provides
a series of student aid programs and support services designed to remove
financial and cultural barriers for these students.

Despite the existence of these efforts over the past two decades, however,
the goal of equal opportunity remains far from being achieved. The most recent
data -- from the High School and Beyond Survey of 1980 -- indicate that
financially disadvantaged high school graduates are one-hrlf as likely to
continue their education as their wealthier counterparts. This represents
virtually no improvement over the results reported in the National Longitudinal
Survey of high school seniors in 1972.

When students are grouped by ability level, socioeconomic status still
plays a major role in determining the likelihood that students will attend
postsecondary education. Students judged to have average abilities are roughly
40 percent less likely to attend if they come from disadvantaged backgroonds.
The participation rates of talented but poor students has increased to some
considerable extent over time but these students are still 20 to 25 percent
less likely to attend than students of equal ability from wealthier families.

Among minority groups, the participation in postsecondary education
improved through the mid-1970's, but we seem to have lost ground since then.
The participation of Blacks in postsecondary education increased dramatically
from 1965 to 1975 but has fallen since then. The number of Hispanics enrolled
has increased but the percentage enrolled has declined in the past decade. In
short, the trend lines with respect to the participation of minorities in
postsecondary education appear to be going in the wrong direction.

A lack of adequate funding for student aid programs is one reason for the
lack of progress toward the goal of equal opportunity. Although funding for
student aid has increased rather dramatically over the past two decades -- at
least until the past several years -- it has not been sufficient to close fully
the financial gap that exists among different socioeconomic groups in their
ability to afford a college education. Moreover, recent efforts to spread aid
dollars among a broader group of students has diluted the effect that these
programs can have on the lowest income groups.

But more than funding for student aid is involved in explaining the
continued underparticipation of disadvantaged and minority students in

postsecondary education. Another key reason why participation differences have
not narrowed over time is that the intended beneficiaries of the student aid
programs are frequently not aware of their eligibility.

Information on student aid often does not reach into the inner cities and
other communities with heavy concentrations of students from disadvantaged
families. These are the arras where counse)ors are least able to pay
individualized attention to their students, and where reference guides on
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admissions and financial aid, if they are available, are most often
out-of-date. As a result, many disadvantaged s.udents, whose decision to
attend postsecondary education often directly hinges on concerns about
financing and support, do not realize that they are eligible for a wide variety
of financial aid programs.

Surveys conducted on what students and their families know about student
aid indicate that students from lower income families are generally the least
well informed, despite their greater eligibility for aid. In the High School
and Beyond Study of 1980, for example, parents aac students were asked if they
had talked with someone or read about financial aid. Among families of
sophomore students with incomes below $10,000, only 1 in 5 had talked with
someone or read of financial assistance. Only 2 in 5 families of seniors in
this income group had received this information. The awareness levels of
parents and students grew as family income increased, even though higher income
families may not be eligible for aid.

State and local efforts to reach minority and disadvantaged students and
their parents with information have often reaped benefits in terms of increased
participation and awareness. The San Diego County Consortium of the California
Student Opportunity Access Program, a regional group that provides information
and counseling to economically disadvantaged and minority students, has

maintained data that allow comparisons of college-going rates between the
implementation of the project in the Fall of 1979 and the Fall of 1981. PIP
data indicate that an increasing number of minority students from San Diego's
high schools are enrolling in the University of California and the California
State University, as illustrated in the following table.

Percentage Change in Enrollments of Students Served by
San Diego County Cal-SOAP Consortium,

from the Fall of 1979 to the Fall of 1981

Enrolling in:

University California Community

of California State University College

Blacks 13% 30% -10%
Hispanics 86% 15% 0%
Filipinos 12% 100% 800%

Percentage increases in enrollment at the University of California and
California State University for the target group ranged from 12% to 100% over
the two year period. At community colleges the patterns varied. Filipino

enrollments at community colleges grew eight-fold, from 8 to 72 students, while
Hispanic enrollments at these schools remained level. Black enrollments in
community colleges fell, in large part reflecting their greater participation
in four year college programs. Experience with experimental programs in other
states supports the conclusion that information efforts can maze a difference
in raising postsecondary awareness and participation among disadvantaged and
minority groups.

Many efforts to reach disadvantaged students have failed, however, either
for lack of funds or commitment. For example, the federal government
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contracted with privets agencies several years ago to publish specialized
information packets for students in inner cities and uther disadvantaged areas.
But, after federal funding was withdrawn from this project, neither educational
institutions nor other groups were willing or able to sustain funding.

For many students from minority and disadvantaged families, resources such

as churches, community groups, libraries, and alternative schools may have the
best chance of providing information and encouragement.

The Need to Reach Students Early in hilt School. Studies of the student
aid system all point to the importance of alirtrIVitudents and their families
to the availability of aid early enough in the high school years to allow for a
reasonable college planning cycle. This need is especially critical for
disadvantaged students who, if they are not fully aware of'their potential aid
eligibility, will often not take college preparatory courses.

Despite the consensus that exists with regard tr he importance of early
information, little is currently done to reach high school students or their
families in their freshman and sophomore yeses. The federal government makes
little or no effort to reach students before their senior year in high school
and only a few states have initiated programs to start the information flow
before the junior year. With a few exceptions, educational institutions do not
contact prospective students before their junior year. Moreover, the students
who are contacted by institutions are rarely those from disadvantaged families.

Thus, students far down the economic ladder do not realize the extent to
which they vay have financial resources available to them should they wish to
continue their education past high school. Without this knowledge, many of
these students downgrade their education plans or do not attend at all because
they believe that they cannot afford a college education.

The TRIO Pro rams._ A set of programs is already in place that attempts to
address the needs of disadvantaged and minority students. The TRIO programs
(so called because there were initially three, although now there are more) are
intended to provide a comprehensive array of information, counseling, and
support services. The primary purpose of the TRIO programs is to overcome
cultural, social, and economic obstacles that disadvantaged students face. The
TRIO program include:

o Upward Bound projects provide intensive, on campus instruction in basic
skills and counseling for disadvantaged students prior to their
enrollment in postsecondary education.

o Talent Search, the first of the TRIO programs, attempts to identify
qualified disadvantaged youth and provide them with information and
assist them in applying for admissions and financial aid.

o Special, Services for Disadvantaged Students are projects aimed at
students already enrolled in postsecondary education and provide
support services such as remedial instruction and tutoring, personal
and academic counseling, and career and placement assistance.

o Educational Opportunity Centers are located in areas with high
ZFiiicenatons of disadvantaged families for the purpose of providing
information and counseling on college admissions and aid rescurces to
disadvantaged students.
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Taken together, the TRIO programs serve several hundred thousand

individuals each year. ney are currently funded at roughly 5165 million
annually through federal appropriations and are supplemented by contributions
from public and private sources. Les, than half of TRIO funds, however, are
devoted to information efforts; most are devoted to tutoring and other academic
and cultural support services.

Unfortunately, r lack of adequate funding prevents the TRIO programs from
accomplishing their purpose. Appropriations for the TRIO programs are

sufficient to serve only a small proportion of the population that is eligible
to receive such assistance. Most estimates indicate that TRIO currently
reaches 10 percent or less of the population that is eligible to receive the
services provided. Only one of the TRIO programs, Talent Search, attempts to
reach students in the 8th and 9th grade.

Reaching Nontraditional Students. Disadvantaged and minority students are
not the only groups underseF;TriTi-the current information system. With the
decline in the size of the traditional college age group of 18 to 24 year olds,

nontraditional students have become the largest growing segment of

postsecondary enrollments. These nontraditional students include the high
school graduate who decides to work for several years before proceeding to
postsecondary education, the mother who wants to pursue further education once
the children are in school, or the factory worker in a declining industry who
needs retraining.

Despite the growth of nontraditional student enrollments, however, many of
these students find it difficult to gather reliable information on their
financial aid possibilities. Need analysis procedures are not primarily geared
toward the financial circumstances of nontraditional students. These
prospective students are not in the high schools where information on student
aid is most plentiful. In addition, these individuals often must sacrifice or
alter their current employment in order to further their education. These are

substantial obstacles to overcome.

Providing Better Information to All Students

In contrast to disadvantaged and nontraditional students, high school

students in the mainstream are often inundated with information about financial
aid. These are the students with average and above average abilities and
incomes who are identified by ou testing services as likely to go to college.
IL appears that many of these ....dents and their families find it difficult to
assimilate all the materials and information that they receive.

The information that is provided to these students, however, is frequently
inaccurate, out-of-date, or difficult to understand. This lack of clarity
stems from the number and types of aid available, diversity in the criteria for
eligibility, and complexity in the application process.

Students may be eligible for dozens of student aid programs offered
federal and state governments, educational institutions, community groups,

nonprofit organizations, aid corporations. These sources of aid may be in tke
form of grants, scholarships, and fellowships; loans to students and to

parents; and work-study opportunities. It is often difficult for students to
know about or keep track of all the various forms of aid for which they may be
eligible.
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The criteria to qualify for this assistance vary from program to program.
In many programs, students and their families must meet a test of financial
need in which family financial resources are compared to costs of attendance.
This calculation of need is not the same in all programs: the standard used in
the Pell Grant program may be different from that used for other federal funds.
States frequently develop standards of their own for tne programs they
administer. For most private sources of aid, students must possess particular
characteristics in order to qualify.

Application forms for government-sponsored student aid programs tend to be
complex and often require a great deal of time to complete. Directions for
completing the forms for student aid can rival those of the tax system.
Families are often asked to estimate income, assets, and other items for which
precise data does not exist.

It also appears that the student aid information which is provided may be
difficult to understand. Considerable skill is required to distill complex
procedures into straightforward language that can be understood by the average
family not familiar with the programs. At all levels, not enough care is taken
to explain in the simplest possible terms how student aid programs work or what
students and their families must do in order to apply.

The confusion generated by the diversity of programs, eligibility criteria,
and application procedures is further complicated by frequent changes in
program rules and funding. Annual revisions in program rules and shifting
funding patterns quickly make the information that is available out-of-date.
In the past several years, publicity about proposed cuts in the federal student
aid programs convinced many students of reduced availability of aid despite the
fact that most of the cuts never materialized.

Interruptions ante delays in the delivery of student aid programs
jeopardize the ability of students and their families to obtain accurate
information in time to affect their decision abrp.t postsecondary attendance and
the choice of the right institution for them. Ideally, final decisions about
the eligibility rules and fnuding for student aid programs should be made prior
to when students begin to apply for aid. With the proper amount of lead time,
it should be possible to print and distribute application materials and forms
early in the fall for use in applying for aid in the next academic year.
Students and their families should know about their aid package at the same
time that admissions decisions are made, thereby allowing fv. intelligent
choices among institutions.

Unfortunately, until recently the administrators of the federa' student aid
programs missed deadlines that resulted in substantial delays to the delivery
system. For example, funding decisions were often not in place in a timely
fashion, and as a result, educational institutions as well as students were not
aware of how many awards would be available. The Family Contribution Schedule,
which establishes the rules for eligibility in the Pell Grant program, has
generally not bee:. adopted by the date set forth in the legislation, thereby
creating uncertainty about that program. f inges in legislation for the
Guaranteed Student Loan Progrce -- for example, imposition of a needs test
requirement and a 5 percent origination fee -- have gone into effect during the
summer months, in the middle of the heaviest application period. Application
forms for all federal aid programs have frequently not been
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available until well into the academic year thereby compressing the time period

in which students can apply for aid for the next year.

Fortunately, the experience in 1983 and 1984 has been better, but few
safeguards exist to ensure that delays will not again occur. Hard and
conclusive evidence is lacking on how such delays in providing information on
student aid programs are likely to affect student behavior. But common sense
suggests that the lack of timely information on student aid programs
significantly affects whether and where students enroll in postsecondary
education.

More must be done to ensure that the student aid delivery system provides
students and their families with the information they need when they need it.
To achieve the goal of timeliness, each element of the student aid delivery
system -- approval of application forms, rules for eligibility, funding
decisions, and the notification of students of their award levels -- must occur
on 41c.

k -es Devoted to Information. A great many organizations are

respon..ale for providing information on student aid including federal and
state governments, postsecondary educational institutions, high schools,
testing and financial aid servicing organizations, and scholarship search
services.

It appears that relatively few governmental resources are devoted to

providing information about financial aid to students and their families. The

federal government spends about $3 million on its information efforts in the
form of publishing pamphlets and sponsoring training efforts. In addition, it
spends an estimated $30 - $40 million on funding information aspects of the
TRIO programs (about $100 per participant). These expenditures for

information, which represent less than one ercent of the total federal student
aid budget, are directed pRiiiiTrat explaining the federal student aid
programs with less emphasis on state and other efforts. Moreover, one of the
first targets of federal belt tightening efforts 'n recent years has been in
these informational areas. The number of brochures published has been cut
h.ick, funding for federal t.aining projects has been all but eliminated, and
TRIO programs remain a target for budget cuts.

States spend perhaps $5 million on information efforts based on the

Coalition's survey of state loan and grad agencies, or less than one helf of
one percent of state expenditures for student aid programs. For the most part,
these information efforts focus on the programs that the state agencies
administer.

The expenditures by federal and state governments represent a minimal
effort in making students aware of tne availability of financial aid programs.
If corporations were as cavalier about advertising their products as

governments are in publicizing their student aid programs, they would likely go
broke.

Educational institutions have become a principal source of information for
most students, especially those in the mainstream. In the increasingly
competitive market for students, educational institutions have stepped vp their
marketing efforts dramatically in the past decade. This marketing typically
includes information about the potential student aid sources that are available

to help meet the costs of attendance at a particular institution.
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But there is little quality control over whether the information that the
institutions piece together and provide is accurate. Also, research over time
has consistently indicated that informational efforts by educational
institutions are much more effective at helping students decide which
institution to attend. They are much less helpful in decisions regaRITI
whether to attend.

The testing and financial aid service organizations -- the College
Scholarship Service and the American College Testing Program -- also are active
participants in the process of providing information. The service agencies
provide training materials and conduct workshops for financial aid
administrators and high school guidance counselors. The services also widely
distribute written information on student aid eligibility rules, application
procedures, and aid packaging to prospective students and their parents.
Additionally, a number of non profit and commercial organizations produce
detailed information on student aid including the American Legion, Octameron
Associates, and the Garrett Park Press.

In recent years, students have turned in increasing numbers to scholarship
search organizations to help identify potential aid sources. The proliferation
of these services demonstrates vividly the demand for information about student
aid. The quality of these services, however, is highly variable. Some have
developed detailed computerized lists that are capable of matching students
with specific programs for which they are eligible, whereas others simply
provide printed lists of aid sources with no regard for whether a particular
student might be eligible. Many of these services do not provide information
on the basic student aid sources, and the fees that these organizations charge
-- $30 to $40 or more -- Jften make the services they do provide unavailable to
students from lower income families.

High schools are, in many ways, the center of the student aid information
system. Federal and state agencies rely on high schools as the main conduit of
information and postsecondary educational institutions use the high schools as
their main recruiting forum.

This reliance on the high schools as the focal point for providing
information may mean that substantial numbers and groups of potential students
will not receive a full picture of potential student aid sources. For the
increasing number of nontraditional college students who do not proceed
immediately from high school to a postsecondary institution, the high schools
clearly do not afford the best opportunity to provide information on student
aid. High school guidance counselors -- who are primarily responsible for
academic counseling -- often are not fully acquainted with the financial
assistance programs. In addition, minority and disadvantaged students
frequently find that their high schools are ill equipped with the kinds of
counseling and support systems to inform them of the full range of
postsecondary opportunities. Most of these high schools have no guidar:e
counselors for students in the eighth and ninth grade,

One consequence of the inadequate resources devoted to information Is that
the process is not personalized enough. Given the complexity of the student
aid system, it is not sufficient to print a pamphlet and then expect students
to identify possible aid sources and to wade through the complexity of
application forms. For the system to work, personal counseling should be
available to supplement written information. But, relatively few students
currently receive the kind individualized attention necessary for attaining an
accurate understanding of how the student aid system works.
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II. RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CHANGE

A number of steps could be taken at modest additional cost to improve the
provision of information on student aid programs. The following discussion
groups these suggestions for change into two categories. One set of measures
would help to equalize postsecondary opportunities by reaching groups of
students who need the information the most -- disadvantaged, minority, and
nontraditional students. The other group of suggestions would help to upgrade
the quality and accuracy of information provided to all students.

Reaching Underserved Groups

To provide information on financial aid programs to disadvantaged and
nontraditional students, we suggest the following:

o Development of a mass media advertising strategy to raise the awareness
of underserved student populations rbout the availability of aid.

o Expansion of TRIO information efforts to provide disadvantaged students
with early knowledge about their potential eligibility for aid.

o Greater reliance on Information Centers to serve as an information
resource alternative for disadvantaged and nontraditional students.

o Creation of a Seed Money Fund to encourage the development and growth
of model and innovative information projects.

Development of a Mass Media Advertising Strategy

A national media campaign on student aid should be developed with the
assistance of professional media consultants. The basic theme of the campaign
should be to emphasize the availability of aid for students who need it.

To reach many groups of prospective students it is not sufficient to rely

on traditional written materials. Many students simply are not aware of
pamphlets and guidebooks that may be available in the counselor's office.

There have been, from time to time, efforts made to provide information on
student aid programs through the mass media of television and radio. For

example, in the early years of the Basic Grant program, a series of television
spots were prepared and distributed to let people know that they might be
eligible for this new source of assistance. But tight eligibility rules and
limited award levels in those years made Basic Grants a less attractive aid
source than if it had bee,, fully funded. Moreover, because the federal

government wcs prohibited by law from purchasing advertising time, tht spots
were aired at the discretion of local television stations; usually appearing at
two o'clock in the morning or at other 'off-peak' hours when their

effectiveness was severely limited.

The mass media hold the potential for cutting across economic, social, and
geographical lines to reach a wide range of students who otherwise might not be
aware of financial aid sources. Media camnaigns have been utilized
successfully in a number of areas such as military recruitment and fire safety.
A similar effort in student aid ..ould, in our opinion, also yield results in

terms of greater awareness and participation.
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Our investigation of information on student aid indicates that efforts to
reach students through the mass media have been sporadic and unorganized. Yet
evaluations of the few efforts that have been made suggest that the use of the
mass media can be an extremely effective means for reaching many students
otherwise unaware of their possible eligibility for student aid. Students who
do not know the location of their counselor's office do listen to the radio and
watch television. State agency efforts to use mass media have reaped large
benefits in the form of increased requests for information and a realization on
the part of many students that postsecondary education is a realistic option
for them. Postsecondary institutions im Michigan, for example, have reported
large increases in financial aid inquiries after television programs on student
aid organized by the state agency are aired.

A coordinated national effort tc publicize student aid could have a
substantial effect it elirinating th# information gap thrt apparently exists
now for many groups of students. Such an effort might include radio and
television spots, roundtable talk shows, videotape and film presentations,
posters, and billboards.

A mass media campaign also might serve to bring parents more into the
financial aid process. Many parents currently are unaware of the information
that reaches their children through the high school setting. Bringing
information into the home through the mass media would help parentS realize the
extent to which aid sources are available.

Expansion of TRIO Information Efforts

Funding for the TRIO programs should be expanded to allow for greater
coverage of the student populations eligible for these programs. The TRIO
efforts may represent the most effective means for improving the participation
of minority and disadvantaged populations in postsecondary education yet these
programs often receive short shrift in the funding process.

Expansion of the TRIO financial base would permit greater utilization of
the full range of support services contemplated in the legislation. One target
for improvement might be an heightened emphasis on providing financial aid
in'ormation and counseling i.i the various TRIO programs. There is, for
example, a provision in the existing legislation that calls for the training of
TRIO staff and leadership personnel, but the funding priorities set forth by
the Department of Education for the Training Program exclude consideration of
financial aid counseling and information services. Augmented funding for the
TRIO programs might allow fo- an enhanced training effort.

Additional resources for TRIO would also permit expansion in the provision
of tutoring and other services aimed at retaining students once they are
enroll2d in postsecondary programs.

Greater Use of Information Centers

Another means for reaching prospective students is to make greater use of
information centers that operate outside of the high schools. The 1976
Amendments to the Higher Education Act authorized the creation of Education
Information Centers (EICs) to provide "information, guidance, counseling, and
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referral services". Under these provisions, the federal government authorized
funding to help states establish and maintain these centers.

Experience with the Education Information Centers was generally successful.
The EIC concept was tried in all 50 states, the District of Columbia, and 4
territories. Directors of the centers concentrated on improving coordination
among the existing sources of information on student aid and on developing
networks of local and regional organizations through which infcrmation could be
disseminated. Annual national conferences of EIC directors were held to
provide an opportunity to exchange innovative ideas.

In the 1960 Amendments to the Higher Education Act, the EIC provisions were

moved from Title IV to Title I to consolidate a series of state programs into
one title. Even though strong support was expressed in the Committee reports
for Title I, these provisions have not been funded for the past several years.
States, for the most part, have been unwilling or unable to pick up the slack
created by the federal funding withdrawal.

At the local level, one of the TRIO programs calls for the creation of
Educational Opportunity Centers to provide counseling, guidance, and
information on postsecondary opportunities in inner city areas and in

communities with high concentrations of low-income populations. In 1982, there
were 33 such centers operating across the country and the general view is that
these efforts make a substantial difference in encouraging talented but poor
students to continue with their educational plans. But like their statewide
counterparts, the local Educational Opportunity Centers are generally starved
for cash and unable to achieve real expansion of postsecondary opportunities
for disadvantaged populations.

The problem simply is that efforts to establish information centers outside
of the high schools have never received the kind of financial and other support
necessary to make them an integral part of the student aid system. Nor has
there been sufficient coordination between these centers and the high schools
tc ensure a comprchensive information network.

Creation of a Seed Money Fund for Model end Innovative Programs

A seed money fund for model and innovative programs should be created to
raise the awareness of underserved populations. In order to maximize
postsecondary opportunities, it is necessary that the provision of information
on student aid break out of traditional modes. It is clearly not sufficient to
rely entirely on government pamphlets, institutional catalogues, and high
school counselors. Funding constraints, lack of coordination among student aid
providers, and other factors limit the ability of normal information channels
to get the message across to all groups of potential students.

Many organizations across the country have recognized this need to provide
information in modal and innovative ways. Th.se efforts take a number of forms
.ncluding publicity about student aid programs, counseling, and special efforts
designed to reach particular groups of students who typically do not receive
the full breadth of information about student aid programs. A number of these
efforts are discussed in the final section of this paper.
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When utilized, innovative information efforts foster increased awareness
and participation in postsecondary education opportunities. These efforts
often cost relatively little to implement and operate. The New Jersey state
agency, for example, administered a pilot communications project in Elizabeth
city that resulted in an estimated 4 to 5 percent increase in participation in
the financial aid programs in the target arei while ove'all statewide
participation decreased. (see p. 24)

But such efforts require additi_nal funding, and those groups interested in
starting an innovative effort face the difficult task of raising sufficient
funds to sustain an information program. In a time when financial resources of
governments and educational institutions are strained, raising funds fur
innovative programs becomes that much harder. It is unfortunately the case
that numerous worths:bile information efforts have failed for lack of fundino.

We remain convinced that new and different means for communicating
information about aid opportunities are critical to the effectiveness and
success of the student aid programs. Federal and state governments cannot be
expected to initiate and administer experimental efforts. Postsecondary
educational institutions individually cannot be asked to spearhead innovation
siice they cannot reach all prospective students and because they have a vested
interest in bringing students to their Institution. The high schools, for
reasons we have already discussed, are not capable of meeting the information
needs of all prospective students.

Recipients of grants from a seed money fund for innovation in student aid
should primarily be community groups or consortia of educational end other
organizations not part of the traditional informational networks. We would
recommend that this seed money fund should be administered by the Fund for the
Improvement of Postsecondary Education (FIPSE). For a number of years, FIPSE
has focused on the need for more accurate information as one of its h.gn
priority issues. Moreover, FIPSE by the nature of its charter generally
operates outside of traditional modes.

Improving Information for All Students

In addition to addressing the informational needs of the underserved
populations of disadvantaged and nontraditional students, steps must also be
taken to improve the general quality of financial aid information that all

students receive. To accomplish this goal we suggest:

o Establishment of a "Master Calendar" to help ensure timely provision of
application forms and materials.

o Publication of Q Comprehensive Source Document to help counselors and
others accurately portray the financial aid system to students and
their families.

o Development of an Easy to Understand Guide to help students and their
families grasp their potential eligibility for student aid. especially
in the early high school years when educational aspirations are being
iormed.
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Establishment of a 'Master Calendar"

To improve the timing of the student aid delivery system, a "Master
Calendar" should be established in federal legislation that sets forth a

schedule for completion of major decisions and tasks. This "Master Calendar"
should include specific deadlines for the:

o submission of the Family Contribution Schedule;

o approval, production, and distribution of application forms;

o notice to educational institutions of their allocations for the
campus-based programs; and

o approval of other regulations affecting the delivery of student aid.

To help ensure adherence to the timetable, failure to meet the deadlines
prescribed in the calendar would msult in automatic adopt"- of the prior
year's procedures.

The Master Calendar would thus place pressure for tim isions on both

the executive branch and the Congress as well as state studeh., aid agencies.
The executive branch, to the extent it seeks to make changes in existing
procedures, would be forced to a.low for an orderly consideration of the
potential Impact of such changes by the Congress and student aid providers and
consumers. Congress would be prevented from introducing last minute changes to
the system unless it explicitly chose to ignore the calendar requirements it
had previously enacted.

This recommendation for the establishment of a master calendar for the
delivery of student aid echoes a recommendation of the National Commission on
Student Financial Assistance, included in its report entitled Assuing the
Effective Delivery of Student Financial Assistance.

Corollary to the establishment of a Master Calendar, we recommend that
appropriations for the federal student aid programs other than GSL be placed on
a two year basis. This recommendation is consistent with a frequently
suggested reform for the congressional budget and appropriations process: that
all federal appropriations be for two years and that half of the appropriation
items come up for consideration every year. The reasoning behind this proposed
change in the budget process is that funding levels for many programs do not
change that much from year to year, and that staggered two year appropriations
would reduce paperwork and time involved in ratifying funding decisions.

In the context of student aid, a shift toward two year appropriations, when
combined with the fhrward funding provision already in the law, would allow one
more year of reliable information on funding for student aid programs beyond
the, current system in which appropriations are forward funded but only for one
year at a time. Under a two year funding cycle, educational institutions as
well as students and their families would have a more reasonable expectation
about the nature and the likely size of awards earlier in their respective
planning processes.
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Distribution of a Comprehensive Source Document on Student Aid Programs

A comprehensive source document on student aid should be developed and
distributed nationally. This guidebook and source document should be primarily
intended to help counselors and others provide an accurate picture of student
aid programs to students and their families.

Wh'le there is an abundance of information on student aid, there is no one
source -- reliable, consistent, and comprehensive -- that provides an overview
of the entire structure to help counselors and others inform students and their
families of the whole range of programs and their possible eligibility for
these programs.

Currently a number of sources must be consulted to answer students' basic
and critical questions about the student aid system -- what programs are
available, whether they are likely to be eligible, and how to apply for aid.
The federal government, state governments, and educational institutions all
provide information on student assistance programs, but each source is
incomplete. The documents produced by the federal government provide little
helpful information on non-federal sources of aid. Nereoer, as part of belt
tightening moves in recent years, the iederal government has sharply reduced
its production of pamphlets and brochures on student aid.

The net result of this diversity in information efforts is that students
and their families find it difficult to piece together a complete picture of
the student aid system and where they fit. Counselors and others responsible
for providing information find that they must scramble from source to source
trying to assemble an accurate and useful package of information.

The comprehensive guide ore are suggesting could serve as a reference book
for the student aid system. To perform this function, it should include

federal and state programs of student assistance, including the rules
for eligibility and amounts of aid available;

o pre.edures for applying for government aid programs, and a sense of how
the need determination process works;

o guidance on how to identify appropriate aid programs provided by
private organizations, local communities, and educational institutions;

o general information on what to expect about college costs and budgets
including realistic estimates of living costs for commuters and
resident students; and

o a discussion of the concept of aid packaging.

While we believe that the federal government has the responsibility to
continue generating and disseminating information on its own programs, the
crucial and cumbersome task of compiling and regularly updating the
comprehensive guidebook we are proposing rests more comfortably with the
private actor. Federal dissemination efforts in the past have not extended
sufficiently to nonfederal programs and budgetary constraints have jeopardized
the continued availability of federally provided information.
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Instead of the federal government, a consortium of educational associations
would be a better sponsor of a comprehensive source document on student aid.
Such a consortium would assume responsibility for compiling information on
student a..1 program rules for eligibility, funding levels, and application
procedures, and would coordinate the dissemination of this information. This
national distribution could be supplemented by efforts of state agencies or
regional networks that would develop packages of information on aid sources
within a particular geographical area.

Development of a source document on student aid would not preclude the
existence of scholarship search organizations in that the source document could
not reasonably attempt to provide detailed information on the host of
specialized scholarship and grant programs that are provided by educational
institutions, local :ommunity groups, corporations, foundations, and others.
Often these private programs are -vailable only to individuals with particular
characteristics, and a national source document could do little more than
encourage students to seek out such aid and to provide some minimal advice as
to where to find out more. A primary source for information about specialized
aid sources would continue to be the scholarship search services. But the
creation of a basic source document would likely place pressure on private
groups to improve the ways in which they provide information since much of the
elementary information on student aid would already be available through the
source document.

Publication of an Easy-to-Understand Guide to Student Aid

An easy-to-understand guide to student aid programs should be developed and
distributed nationally through federal offices, state agencies, and educational
institutions as well as direct mailings to students if feasible. The guide
should be written in nonlegali.tic terms and designed for an audience assumed
to be largely unacquainted with the student aid system.

No simple guide presently exists for students and their families who wish
to gain a quick uncomplicated view of the various programs of assistance for
which they may qualify. Similarly, there is no informational resource that
provides students and their families with a rough idea of how much assistance
they might receive.

The absence of an easy-to-understand guide means that students must now
search through a number of sources including federal pamphlets, state agency
literature, and institutional catalogues to assess their chances for receiving
assistance. This search process naturally has the effect of discouraging
students from fully exploring their aid opportunities.

The easy -to- understand guide for students that we are proposing should
include:

o a discussion of the concept of needs analysis and financial aid

packaging;

o a brief descriptior of federal student aid prAgrams and how to apply;

o recognition of the existence of state grant programs and directions on
how to receive more information; and
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o a benchmark table discussing approximate amounts of family contribution

expected for various income and family size levels and the range of aid
that students might receive at institutions of various costs of
attendance.

The purpose of this guide would not be to give students an exact estimate
of their aid package. instead, the guide would give students a rough idea of
what might be available when college-going decisions are at hand. Precise
information on the aid that students will receive, of course, must await the
formal aid application process.

The primary audience for the guide would be freshmen, sophomores, and

juniors in high school and other individuals not currently in high school who
are interested in entering postsecondary education. We presume that this
audience does not requ1rz detailed explanations of the student aid system or
the exact rules for eligibility in each program. Rather, these prospective
students and their families would like to know whether or not they have a
chance of receiving aid and how much might be available.

Development and distribution of an easy-to-understand guide would be a
primary tool for meeting the pre-eligibility notification requirements
contained in the 1980 amendments to the Higher Education Act. This provision,
which is intended to ensure that information on financial aid is made available
to students early in their high school years, has never been implemented.

Like the comprehensive document on student aid recommended previously, the

responsibility for preparing the easy-to-understand guide should rest with a
consortium of student aid providers and consumer groups and not the federal
government.
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III. STATE AGENCY INFORMATION EFFORTS

The state agencies that distribute grants and guarantee loans are a key
component in the student aid delivery system. These agencies currently provide
over $1 billion in grant assistance every year and guarantee more than $6
billion in loans. They are responsible for developing forms, rules, and
procedures to ensure that eligible students are aware of available programs and
are able to participate.

State agencies also represent a crucial link in the effort to provide
information on student aid. They are one step closer to the consumers of
student aid than the federal government and are therefore hater able to reach
students. They are also better able than the federal government to develop and
maintain strong relationships with educational institutions and lenders within
the state.

To as? :ss what states are doing to provide information on student aid
programs, tie Coalition in 1983 conducted a survey of state grant and loan
aler-ies. This section summarizes the survey results. A questionnaire was
sent to .he administering agency for each state scholarship and grant program
and the guarantee agency for the loan programs. A total of 102 questionnaires
-- two to each state and two for the District of Columbia -- were distributed.
Ninety-one percent of the state administering agencies returned a completed
questionnaire. Twenty-one states reported on a combined basis for both the
grant and loan programs.

The results of this survey are very similar to those reported from a
survey of state elencies conducted by the National Student Education Fund
(NSEF) in 1976. In both surveys, state agencies reported that they relied on
high schools and guidance counselors as their primary conduit for disseminating
information on student aid. Both the NSEF and the Coalition surveys indicated
that about one-third of the states Wind materials directly to high school
students. It was also apparent in both surveys that state agencies felt more
comfortable and believed they were able to provide more accurate information on
the programs they administered than for the federal aid programs.

This section discusses:

o how state agencies provide information on student aid;

o what kind of information is provided;

o what states do to meet the special information needs of
disadvantaged, mirority, and nontraditional students; and

o agency perceptions about their roles in providing information.

How Information Is Provided

Almost all of the states (95%) reported that they mail written information

materials to high school guidance counselors with a request that these
information packets be distributed to students and their families. Most of
these states automatically provide written information materials to every high
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school in the state. Those agencies that do not mail to every high school
reported asking high school guidance personnel to submit information requests
to the agency. This approach to information dissemination underscores the
important role that high school guidance counselors play in Informing students
of their financial aid options.

Approximately one-third of the states reported that they mail information
on student aid programs directly to students and their families. Almost all of
the state agencies with direct mailing efforts used addresses retrieved from
state high school lists, although twe seJcos used SAT 'fists as an address
source. Almost all of the states with direct mill.. 'orts provided the
information to 11th and 12th graders. Two states sent i to 10th graders,
while one state, Louisiana, reported experimenting h. a mailing to 8th
graders. Louisiana sent a booklet to the parents of ay.c.j 8th grader that
recommend! courses that students preparing for college should consider taking,
lists topics each course should cover, and describes the skills that a student
should acquire from a high school education. New York state in 1984 is
starting a pre-college program for 8th and 4th graders through direct mailings
and special workshops at selected schools.

Roughly two-thirds of the states reported that they conduct financial aid
workshops or information sessions for prospective students. Three r
states that conducted workshops did so in every high school in the state. an
the other states that conducted workshops, high schools were asked to request
workshops from the agency. Colorado reported that Information sessions in the
state regularly include a panel presentation with representatives from the
federal government, the state agency, anu postsecondary institutions.

Georgia coordinates training efforts through five field representatives
responsible for specific areas of the state. The primary responsibility of the
field reps is to conduct financial aid information sessions for juniors and
seniors in every high school at least once a year. These representatives also
conduct financial aid training at civic clubs, PTA's, and other local
organizations and coordinate local media efforts. Funds for the program are
provided by th. state. The Georgia agency has found that field representatives

are better able to tailor information dissemination to the needs of a specific
region than is the central office staff. A similarly organized training effort
utilizing regional field representatives is part of the outreach program in
Vermont. In North Carolina, the student aid information system is coordinated
through an informal process including the four major state organizations and
associations responsible for disseminating information.

Nineteen states mported that they conduct workshops or information
sessions for students who do not proceed directly from high school to a
postsecondary institution. Typically, agencies with programs for
nontraditional students reach these populations through the mass media or
through coordination with community organizations. Some states hold separate
workshops for nontraditional sodents, while other states invite nontraditional
student populations to participate in their regular high school workshops.

The South Carolina agency increased its capacity to reach both
nontraditional and traditional prospective students by recruiting volunteers to
staff an information booth at the state fair. The agency reported that this was
a low cost, highly effective method of reaching potential student populations.
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Missouri and New Jersey also reported sponsoring a state fair information

booth.

Approximately two-thirds of the states reported conducting workshops or
training sessions on student aid programs for high school guidance counselors.
Some states also conduct training sessions for institutional personnel other
than high school guidance counselors. Eleven states train counselors in the

TRIO programs, nine states hold workshops for personnel connected with
vocational rehabilitation centers, nine states reported offering training to
librarians, and seven states train counselors of welfare recipients. At least

two states conduct training sessions for inmate education counselors, and at
least one state provides workshops for counselors at veterans' centers. Five

states reported that they provide information sessions for legislators and
their staffs to assist them in answering constituents' questions about student
aid. The following table summarizes the survey results regarding workshop
audiences.

Percentage of States That
Conducted Workshops for:

high school guidance counselors 66%

high school students 66%

nontraditional students 38%
personnel involved with vocational rehab centers 18%

counselors of welfare recipients 14%

legislators end their staffs 10%

librarians 6%

inmate counselors 4%

In summary. survey responses reinforce the importance of the high schools
as a vehicle for students and their families to receive information about the
student aid sources and their possibiz tAiTiKility for these programs. Cne

third of the states send information directly to students and their families.
Only a handful of states send materials to students before their junior year.
Less than half of the states attempt to reach nontraditional student groups

outside of the high school setting.

What Information is Provided

Survey respondents were asked a series of questions about the student aid

programs included in their information packets and whether information was
provided that would help students and their families complete the application

forms. The following discussion of the information that states provide is

supplemented by our impressions of the documents that the state agencies

generate.

State agencies tend to provide more information on the programs they

administer than on federal programs or those programs established by

educational Institutions. As the following chart illustrates, virtually all of
the states provide written information on the Guaranteed Student Loan program,
which is largely state-administered, and on state grant programs. Most states

also provide a general overview of federal programs in their written

information packets. The information that the state agencies provide appears
to be consistently more detailed on GSL and the state grant programs than on
other federal and institutional programs.
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Percentage of Sates Providing Written Information on:

The Guaranteed Student Loan Program 98%

The state grant program 98%
General overview of federal programs 90%

In reviewing state - ;induced materials, it is apparent that state agencies
could help minimize confusion by using :traightforward language in their
intormation materials that will be understandable to students and their
families. State information packets that use language drawn from enabling
legislation, while more exact, are harder to understand.

It is also apparent that state agencies are not as good at explaining
programs which they do not administer. For example, a few states distributed
information on the federal programs that specified incorrect eligibility
requirements o- award limits. Also, some state agencies do not publicize
scholarship or supplemental loan opportunities that are administered by other
agencies at the state level. For example, one state grant agency made no
mention of a grant program for students in dentistry that is administered by
the state's health department.

Examination of state-provided materials also yields some insight into what
works well. For example:

o Minnesota provides its information packet in tabloid form that seems to
be well received by students.

o Utah produces an annually updated career guide for distribution to all
high school seniors. The guide highlights a chart that describes almost
200 occupations in terms of: nature of work, employment outlook,
approximate starting salary, levels of training necessary for entrance
into the occupation, training sites in Utah, and relevant programs of
study. Also included is step -by -step guidance for career planning, hints
on Job-hunting, detailed information on available state and federal

student financial aid, information for handicapped students, and
referrals for additional information.

o Texas publishes a comprehensive guide to areas of study that can be
pursued through postsecondary institutions in the state. An outgrowth of
the state's Educational Information Centers operated in the 1970's, the
Texas Opportunity Guide includes extensive information on financial aid.

o California produces an informational booklet with a worksheet that
enables students to compare college costs on the basis of financial aid
offers. The booklet also provides detailed information on college costs
and available resources.

States were also asked if their materials include information on the aid
application process, such as eligibility requirements and application

deadlines, instructions for filling out the financial aid form, and estimates
of the costs of attendance. As the next chart shows, virtually all of the
states reported that they include eligibility requirements and application
deadlines as a regular part of their information package. About three-fourths
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of the states responded that they provide detailed information on the financial
aid application such as explanation of specific lines on the form that are
most often confusing. Approximately half of the states provide cost of
attendance estimates for institutions within the state.

Percentage of States Providing Written Information on:

eligibility requirements and application deadlines 98%

the financial aid application 74%

cost of attendance for in-state institutions 50%

Efforts to Reach Minorities/Disadvantaqed/hontraditional Students

States were also asked to report my additional or special efforts made to
reach minority, disadvantaged, and low-income students or prospective students.

Fifteen states responded to this question, and several deserve mention.

Minnesota reported sending out invitations to minority counselors to
attend specially designed workshops. Minnesota also works in conjunction with
lenders to identify pockets of unmet need among disadvantaged populations.

Michigan reported that it targets media messages to urban areas with a
high percentage of disadvantaged or minority families. California distributes

alternate application forms written in Spanish for all of its programs. Texas,

New York, and Massachusetts publish brochures in Spanish describing federa; and

state student aid programs.

Another method that states reported for reaching minority, disadvantaged,
or nontraditional populations is through coordination with other agencies.
More than half of the states reported working with the TRIO programs, 19 states
with vocational rehabilitation centers, and 13 with local welfare agencies.
Virginia and several other states reported distributing information on student
aid to libraries across the state.

New York has undertaken an extensive program to disseminate information on
financial aid through major labor unions in the state and has a network of over
1000 community organizations which assist in getting the word out on student

aid.

California appears to make the most extensive use of "networking". It

coordinates information and counseling activities with state correctional

institutions, minority organizations, women's groups, educational outreach

services, the Civilian Conservation Corps, and the State Youth Authority.

Perceptions of Responsibility in the Information Dissemination Process

Comments and letters attached to the surveys provided some insight into

the way respondents perceiv2 their responsibility in the information

dissemination process. The range of comments included the perception of some

states that they have essentially no responsibility in information

dissemination. Other states suggested that they should play a secondary role
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in the training activities. Finally, some states thought they have the primary
responsibility to coordinate and conduct training sessions for students and
counselors. The majority of the states viewed themselves somewhere on the
continuum between coordinators and trainers.

The states' views regarding which partner in the delivery process should

have the primary responsibility for information dissemination included
financial aid administrators the federal training project, regional financial
aid administrator associations, and high school counselors. One state
suggested It was the responsibility of students to initiate a process to gain
tne needed information.

One measure of the states' perceptions of their role in the information
process is the amount, of money spent in each state on information
dissemination. Estimates from the states ranged from the top figure of
$750,000 per academic year spent on information dissemination in Pennsylvania
down to zero dollars spent by those states that do not have a student aid
information program. Based on the survey responses, we estimate that the total
spent by state agencies for dissemination is approximately 5 million dollars
annuAlly, a figure that represents less than one-half of one percent of the
total aid funds distributed by state agencies.

Budgetary pressures apparently are causing some states to scale back their
information outreach efforts. For example, Utah reported that it will be

cutting its entire information program because of funding cuts at the state
level. The program currently includes the publication of the career guide
described above, as well as other materials, and an information hot line.
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IV. MODEL AND INNOVATIVE PROGRAM

Many groups have recognized the need to improve the ways in which

information on financial aid is provided to students and their families, and
have responded in a variety of model and innovative ways. This section

provides examples and discusses a number of these efforts that have come to

our attention. The example; are organized into three general categories:

o generating publicity about student aid programs;

o innovative counseling efforts; and

o reaching minority, disadvantaged and nontraditional student populations.

We recognize that the examples discussed here represent only a small

sampling of what various organizations across the country are doing to improve
the information that students and families receive about student aid. Our

purpose in publicizing these efforts is to encourage other groups to

contemplate how they might attack the information gap. To this end, a list of

addresses and telephone numbers of the organizations discussed here is

attached at the end of this section if the reader desires further information
on these efforts.

Generating Publicity About Aid Availability

Despite the wealth of information on student aid, many students apparently
remain unaware of the various sources of aid for which they may be eligible.
To combat this lack of awareness, a number of efforts have been undertaken by
state and local groups.

Designation of awareness weeks. Several governors designate one week a

year as a state-wide financial Tid awareness week in an attempt to raise
student awareness of the availabilty of financial aid. The financial aid week

similar in organization to state awareness programs on fire prevention,
%ealth care, and many other public issues. In the case of student aid, the

awarenev; week is typically organized by the agencies that administer the
state grant and loan programs or by the state association of financial aid
administrators. Activities during the week generally involve tne central
coordination of local media as well as financial aid workshops. During the

financial aid week in Florida, student aid workshops were held in high schools
and shopping malls across the state. Organizers encouraged attendance at
these workshops by offering each participant a lottery ticket for a chance of
an interest-free Guaranteed Student Loan provided by a lend3r in Florida. The

governor of Illinois designated a week in February as the financial aid

awareness week and the governor of Massachussetts selected January as

financial aid awareness month. Other governors have designated a week for
financial aid publicity during other times of the year.

Since 1972, the National Association of College Admissions Counselors has
sponsored College Fairs in major cities throughout the country. These fairs,

which are jointly managed by the local TRIO programs and community

organizations, provide information on college admissions requirements and

academic programs as well as various sources of financial aid.
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Use of films and videotape. Some organizations have discovered that an
effective way to reach students with aid information is through films or
videotapes. The Illinois Association of Student Financial Aid Administrators
and the Illinois Association of College Admissions Counselors produced a 30
minute video tape that is used as a training and counseling tool for high
school students, their parents, and admissions counselors. The Admissions
Referral and Information Center of New York developed a similar fill on
financial aid opportunities for use by high school counselors in New fork
state. The New York State Higher Education Services Corporation distributes a
multi-media slide presentation for use by high schools, labor unions, and
community groups. The Hispanic Plan of Houston has developed a film that
focuses on low-income people in Houston who have 'made it". This film is
shown to high school students from economically disadvantaged backgrounds in
Houston to increase their understanding that they, too, can attend
postsecondary education and become professionals.

Use of mass media. Some organizations use mass media to get the word out
to prospective students that aid is available. If the school that you want
wants you, the funds are there to get the two of you together.' This message
was part of a 1982 series of announcements distributed to 1,000 radio stations

around the country by the College Board, with the support of a $15,000 grant
from the Ford Foundation. The announcements were intended to correct the
impression that financial aid was no longer readily available. Similar radio
announcements were developed by the New Jersey Office of Student Financial
Assistance and were distributed along with packets of financial aid materials
to local and statewide radio stations for use during the first three months of
1983.

New Jersey also implemented a pilot communications program in Elizabeth
city that involved the coordination of area media to increase students'
knowledge of eligibility and availability of financial assistance. The
project included the distribution of 1200 pamphlets as well as billboard
advertisements. At the completion of the project, the New Jersey agency
reported a four to five percent increase in participation in the financial aid
programs in the target area while overall statewide participation decreased.
The staff noted that although the project was targeted towards the traditional
student population, the increase in participation was almost entirely fro' the
nontraditional sector.

Ohio University Adult Learning Services used the medium of television in a
state-wide awareness campaign. The Ohio group hosted a special two hour
call-in show on public television that focused on adult higher education
opportunities and financial assistance.

As part of the information campaign of the Michigan state grant agency,
short film stories (10-15 minutes) on financial aid availability are submitted
to stations viewed in inner-city or low-income areas. Michigan agency staff
also participate in move than 15 call-in shows on Television and radio ranging
between 30 and 60 minutes in length that provide information on financial
resources for oostsecondary education. Before the film is aired on
television, the agency publicizes the program through local media and
organizational newsletters. Postsecondary institutions have reported large
increases in financial aid inquiries after the programs have aired.
Conversations with institutional staff indicate that the inquiries were often
from prospective students who had not been seriously considering postsecondary
education. Michigan is now exploring the potentials of cable television.
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Innovative Counseling. Efforts

Counseling on a one-to-one basis is generally perceived as the most
effective method for providing student aid information. However. advisors are

often not able to provide personalized counseling because of large case loads
or lack of access to needed information. To increase counselor effectiveness.

local and state groups provide assistance in a variety of wk,s.

Trainin volunteers to sup lement high school counseling staffs. Several

loco organ ziE1753Firieaiscovereo that a cotes effective method for reducing
the burden on the guidance counselors is to provide additional staff support.
The College Assistance Program, Inc. of Dade County Florida recruits and

trains people who have been active in the community to act as specialized
counselors in each high school in the county. The advisors work along with
the existing guidance staffs to provide counseling on postsecondary education

and financial aid opportunities to high school seniors and juniors in Dade

County. These services will eventually be extended to students in the ninth

grade.

Financial Aid for College and Technical Schools (FACTS) provides trained
staff to work with high school guidance counselors at seven private New York
city high schools. FACTS provides counseling on federal and state financial
aid sources, assists with the completion of forms, recruits students for the
Educational Opportunity Program in New York state, provides funds for students

to visit out-of-town schools, and conducts workshops. In addition. these

advisors utilize a student survey to match aid provided by private

foundations. businesses. unions and volunteer agencies with potentially

eligible students. One New York city high school reported an increase in
college placement by 20 percent in a single year after the FACTS program was
initiated. FACTS services are targeted primarily at junior and senior high
school students, but are also provided to others in the local community on a

request basis. A similar volunteer service is operated by the Boston Work

Compact to lighten the burden for overloaded counselors in Boston high

schools.

Establishing information centers. Some communities have obtained the

funds necessary to develop centers that offer counseling and information to
prospective students. These centers provide a variety of needed services.
The Cleveland Scholarship Program (CSP) is a scholarship, counseling. and

information service for the Cleveland area that has been used as a model for
similar centers now in several communities around the nation. The Cleveland

center, which serves over 12,000 students annually, is funded by local

foundations and businesses and provides a variety of services that begin in
high school and extend after graduation from college.

Staff of the center, in its central office and at satellite locations in

the Cleveland area, help 11th and 12th grade students identify available
sources of aid; provide career counseling; assist with the admissions and
financial aid application process; explain the obligations associated with
accepting financial aid; and help students plan for college costs. CSP also

awards soolarship funds to needy students, helps locate Guaranteed Student
Loan sources. provides campus representatives for freshmen CSP students, helps
secure summer employment, and identifies possible other aid sources for the

next school year. After graduation, the program helps students obtain

permanent full-time employment and works with alumni to assist in fundraising
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and public relations activities. The Cleveland project also helps adults
returning to college by providing assistance with college admissions and
financial aid forms and sponsors community fairs on financial aid and adult
education.

The Student Aid Center of San Antonio, funded by the Minnie Stevens Piper
Foundation, is a resource and counseling center for Texas high school students
and adults. A cross-indexed financial aid cardfile of sources of
scholarships, fellowships, grants, and loans is maintained. Reference works
on financial assistance for specialized studies and minority/poverty programs
are also on file. All current senior college catalogues, both undergraduate
and graduate, for the United States, Canada, and Mexico are available for
on-site use. A Career Development Library includes a collection of
occupational literature describing those careers requiring one or more years
of college. A small reference library is maintained with selections of
reference works, professional journals and periodicals. The Center also
annually distributes: a compendium of Texas colleges and universities which
includes a listing of available financial assistance opportunities; a listing
of financial aid opportunities available only to Bexar County high school
seniors; and a minicourse suggesting a step-by-step approach to college
admissioas and financial aid procedures.

Use of computers for locatin information. The increasing availability of
computer technology has been utilized by some innovators in the field of
student aid information. The Oregon State Scholarship Commission has
developed a three part computer system that offers information on careers,
estimates financial aid packages, and, most recently, provides information on
available private scholarships. Access to the system is gained through
terminals available in a variety of locations througho 16 Western states.
In Oregon, terminals are available in most high schools, community colleges,
universities and four year colleges, education service districts, private
vocational rehabilitation and counseling agencies, agencies serving the
disadvantaged and handicapped, private industry, the State Workers
Compensation Department, the State Vocational Rehabilitation Division, and
Native American service agencies.

The original component of the system was a 'career program'. In this
program a student enters an occupation into the terminal, and the system will
then list schools which include the occupation in their curricula and describe
the job market based on annually updated information from the Bureau of Labor
Statistics. School districts that do not have funds to purchase a terminal
are provided with a similar system that is operated manually. With this
simulated computer system, schools receive a series of cards with punched
holes through which a student can ooke a long needle to 'hook' the cards of
the institutions that provide a particular curriculum.

A financial aid estimate component has been operational on the Oregon
computer system to' the past several years. This program provides an estimate
of a student's financial aid package for a particular postsecondary
institution. Computations are based on information provided by colleges and
universities and data entered by the student including family income, the
number of family members, and the institution the student is interested in
attending.

392



387

27

Under the newly developed scholarship search component, individuals will
first respond to a set of computer-generated questions regarding career plans,

family background, interests, and hobbies. The responses will then b.

compared to eligibility requirements for the one thousand scholarship programs

in the data bank. Each user will receive a free individualized print-out

desceibing those scholarships that he or she may qualify for and any

additional information necessary to apply for such scholarships. The

information will be updated annually. The $5,000 annual cost for this system

is provided by private foundations.

The Educational Awareness Talent Search project of West Virginia operates
a computer-based program that provides baseline information on postsecondary
institutions and on available campus - based financial assistance. Counselors

throughout West Virginia can enter the system through telephone inquiries.

The Compact for Lifelong Educational Opportunities of Philadelphia,

Pennsylvania provides a computer system for adults that helps individuals
clarify their work-related goals, match thee with specific occupations, and
obtain up-to-date occupational and job market information.

Use of hotlines. Toll-free telephone lines appear to be another effective

method of delivering accurate information on student aid opportunities to

prospective students. This strategy provides a vehicle through which specific

questions can be quickly and accurately answered. An additional advantage is

that hotlines are capable of reaching students currently not in the

educational system. The state agency of Kentucky maintains a toll-free

information line on student aid opportunities. The Massachusetts Association

of Student Financial Aid Administrators provides an annual free financial aid

hotline for one month. In 1983, this service was provided in February and the

lines were flooded with callers. The Ohio University Adult Service provides a

free number for adults in Ohio to call for information on returning to school,

college admissions, and financial aid. The Career and Learning Line of Boston

operates a similar phone-in service. Students find out about the hotline
through social service agencies, state agencies, guidance offices, financial

aid and college admissions offices as well as radio and newspaper

advertisements.

An evaluation of hotlines was included in the 1983 report on the Student

Opportunity and Access Program of San Diego County. The paper stated that the

county-wine financial aid hotline was not cost-effective with a low number of

users. The report suggested that unless there was a substantial increase in
the numbers of users through increased publicity about the line's existehce,
the line should be discontinued. The Department of Education operated a

national toll-free number for several years many thousands of students. This

number is still maintained by the Department, but due to budgetary

constraints, it is no longer offered toll-free, and usage, as a result, has

dropped substantially.

Reaching Minority, Disadvantaged+ Nontraditional Students and Other Groups

Reaching minorities. Information on student aid programs often does not

reach students from minority backgrounds. These students are often located in

areas that are not adequately serviced by the existing information system or

are enrolled in high schools with counseling systems that are understaffed.
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Minority students often have specialized counseling needs because of
significant cultural or language barriers. A nuaer of efforts at the state
and local level have been made to reach these students with needed information
and counseling.

The Wisconsin Educational Opportunity Program (WEOP) identifies high
potential minority or low-income eighth graders from the Milwaukee and Racine
school districts for the purpose of providing academic, personal, and career
counseling. The counseling program attempts to assist students and their
parents plan an educational program that will allow the student to enter a
desired following high school graduation. WEOP staff will assist these
students when they reach the senior high school by identifying sources of
financial a'd and providing assistance with form completion. The program is
funded from available state resources and operates under the auspices of the
Department of Public Instruction of the State of Wisconsin. It is an attempt
to counter two of the principal reasons for par retention rates among
minority and low-income students -- the lack of understanding and eventual
lack of completion of the type of high scl.00l program needed to prepare for
postsecondary education and lack of knowledge on locating needed financial aid
resources.

The Hispanic Plan, sponsored by the Houston Independent School District,
is a counseling program targeted at the parents of low-income and minority
high school students. Parents are provided with information on necessary
study habits and skills while their children are in grades six through nine
and are given detailed financial aid information when their son or daughter is
in the ninth grade. Counseling sessions are conducted in both Spanish and
English and focus on the 3eneral theme that low-income people can successfully
attend postsecondary education.

The Negro Educational Emergency Drive (NEED) identifies high-potential,
minority high school seniors in Allegheny County, Pennsylvania and five
surrounding counties, with the help of high school guidance counselors, the
Urban league, the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People,
churches, and other community organizations. Once a student is identified,
NEED staff provide information and counseling on all state and federal
programs, inform students of and help them meet filing deadlines, assist with
form completion, and provide scholarships to those with financial need. NEED
also works with postsecondary institutions to obtain campus-based financial
support for targeted students.

The idea for NEED originated in 1963 when nine black students, who did not
have enough money to go to college, approached the Urban League for help.
Through community fundraisers, such as barbeques and car washes, the League
was able to ensure that all nine attended college. The following year 200
high school students applied to the League for assistance and NEED was
incorporated. Last year NEED raised $350,000 from corporations and
foundations to provide scholarships to 800 students in addition to their
counseling and information efforts.

The National Action Council for Minorities in Engineering has developed a
new program to inform minority students in grades six through eight about
careers in engineering. The program is funded through grants from Eastman
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Kodak and ether private sources. The project will include reprinting and

updating materials for students, producing media presentations and

publications, running an engineering college fair, and building a display to

use at education conventions.

Reaching adults. Adults who are prospective students also have

specialized information needs, but they are often not reached by the current

information system. These individuals are generally outside of the

educational system or are home-bound because of child care responsibilities.
The particular information needs of adults include specialized information on

returning to school, financial aid opportunities, and the availability of

child care facilities in addition to counseling on career development.

The Learning Connection of Pittsfield, Massachusetts is an information

center that attempts to fill information gaps for adult learners. This center

offers individualized counseling on career development and financial

assistance, maintains information on courses and educational opportunities for
adults in Berkshire County, and oversees a tutoring program for home-bound

adults. The project is funded by the Massachusettes Educational Opportunity
Center and the Pittsfield School Department. A similar service is offered to

the residents of Ohio by the Ohio University Adult Services.

The Compact for Lifelong Educational Opportunities (CLEO) of Philadelphia
is a consortium of 34 colleges and universities that works with business and
industry to help adults in the Philadelphia area make decisions about their
educational and career plans. CLEO acts as a broker between businesses and

industries in need of training and colleges and universities that can provide

them. The program also provides career and academic counseling for adults and
life/career planning seminars and workshops, some geared especially towards
the needs of the unemployed. The program is funded through a grant from the

Kellogg Foundation and fees from member colleges, universities, and clients.

the Answer Van (formerly the Women's Information Referral and Education
Services (WIRE) of Boston) provides women in the community with a wide variety
of information. This van carries information on educational, employment and
financial aid opportunities directly to women in their homes. Materials

carried in the van include catalogues from local colleges and a financial aid
booklet developed by the Service.

The Women's Inner-city Educational Resource Service, (WINNERS) of Roxbury,

Massachusetts provides educational, career and financial aid counseling

primarily to women. WINNERS provides a job placement service, maintains a
library of college catalogues, and conducts workshops. The project is funded
by the city of Boston, the state of Massachusetts, and private donations.

Reaching economically disadvantaged students. The Student Opportunity

Access Programs of California (SOAP) are regional consortia of educational

institutions and community agencies that provide vehicles through which

secondary and postsecondary educational institutions can collaborate in

solving problems. The programs attempt to provide information to low-income
students on postsecondary education, provide wok opportunities, and raise the
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achievement levels of low-income students. Each project provides stipends to
needy students currently enrolled it postsecondary education to work as peer
advisors and tutors for low-income high school and community college students.

The SOAP projects are funded by the California State Legislature with
matching funds from consortium members at least equivalent to the state
contributions. The projects are currently operational in five regions of
California and are administered by the California Student Aid Commission. The
SLAP Program was established in 1978 and was extended in 1983, with the
provision that each project be evaluated at least once every three years.

The San Diego SOAP project has generally been evaluated as the most
effective in the program. Among its many activities, this consortium has
Provided one-to-one counseling for approximately 4,000 low-income and ethnic
minority juniors and seniors. This project has increased its target
population to include work with high school students below the 11th grade to
improve academic performance. Cooperative '*forts within the consortium have
included counselor conferences, college and career fairs, campus tours,
coordination of visits to high schools, and adeissions conferences for faculty
and staff of local colleges.

The Solano University and Community College Educational Support Services
(SUCCESS) Consortium is a rurally based SOAP project. The SUCCESS Consortium
mils financial aid information to minority and disadvantaged students,
sponsors parent/student financial aid nights at participating high schools,
and offers financial aid workshops for community organizations and agencies.
The Consortium has been very effective in increasing the numbers of aid
recipients from participating schools despite the obstacles it has faced
because of its rural setting. For example, the Consortium's high school job
sites were often a considerable distance from the colleges attenied by peer
tutors or counselors. This resulted in the loss of potential college student
employees who were not able to commit the time to drive the required distances
or who did not have access to needed transportation. The Solano Consortium
also was responsible for coordinating the seven school districts represented
in the project; the large geographic region covered resulted in relatively
high costs for the services provided. The Solano project responded to these
difficulties by increasing institutional financial support, improving
interinstitutional coordination of existing outreach services, and providing
more effective administration.
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APPENDIX I

List of Contact Persons for the
Model and Innovative Programs

The following is a list of contact persons for the programs listed in
Section IV, Model and Innovative Programs. This list is arranged in order of

appearance in the report and includes the name, address, and phone number of a

contact person for each program.

Generating Publicity About Aid Availabilit

Designation of awareness weeks

David M. Bodwell
Director of Financial Aid
University of Tampa
401 West Kennedy Boulevard
Tampa, Florida 33606

(813) 253-8861

Dennis Wentworth
Director of Financial Aid
McHenry County College
Route 14 & Lucas Road
Crystal Lake, Illinois 60014

(815) 455-3700

Use of films and video tape

Sam Perpitch
rollege Consultant
Rolling Meadows High School
2901 Central Road
Rolling Meadows, Illinois 60008

(312) 259-9640

Deborah Peruolo
Executive Director
Admissions Referral and Information Center
500 8th Avenue, Room 412
New York, New York 10018

(212) 947-1293

Dennis Cabral
Vice President for Research

and Policy Analysis
Higher Education Services

Corporation

Twin Towers
99 Washington Avenue
Albany, New York 1?955

(518) 474-8336
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Mie g
rC:lli
of Secondary Guidance and Counseling

3830 Richmond Avenue
Houston, Texas 77027
(713) 623-5011

Use of mass media

Kathleen Brouder
Associate Director
The College Scholarship Service
888 Seventh Avenue

New York, New York 10106

(212) 582-6210

Janet Trotter
Public Information Officer
New Jersey Department of Higher Education
Office of Student Assistance
4 Quakerbridge Plaza, CN 540
Trenton, New Jersey 08625
(609) 984-0806

Pat DeWeese
Assistant Director
Project Learn
E.C.S.

309 Tupper Hall
Ohio University
Athens, Ohio 45701
(614) 594-6569

Lee Peterson
Information Services Supervisor
Michigan Higher Education Assistance Authority
P.O. Box 30008
Lansing, Michigan 48909
(517) 373-0457
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Innovative Counseling Efforts

Training volunteers to supplement high school counseling staffs

Herbert Bloom
Coordinator, College Admissions Services
College Assistance Program, Inc.

of Dade County
1410 Northeast Second Avenue
Room 1523
Miami, Florida 33132

(305) 350-3706

Milton Heimlich
Coordinator
Financial Aid for College and Technical Schools
New Rochelle High School
New Rochelle, New York 10801

(914) 632-9000 ext. 417

Establishing information centers

Or. Clarence Mixon
Executive Director
Cleveland Scholarship Programs, Inc.
1380 East 6th Street
Cleveland, Ohio 44114

(216) 241-5587

Michael Balint
Executive Oirector
Student Aid Center
201 North Saint Mary Street
Suite 100
San Antonio, Texas 78205

(512) 227-8119

Use of computers for locating information

Gary K. Weeks

Deputy Oirector
State Scholarship Commission
1445 Willamette Street
Eugene, Oregon 97401

(503) 686-4166

Oaniel Crockett
Educational Awareness Coordinator
West Virginia Board of Regents

950 Kanaha Boulevard
East Charleston, West Virginia 25301

(304) 348-0006

Dr. Peter Mills
Executive Oirector

Compact for Lifelong Educational Opportunities
37 South Sixteenth Street
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19102

(215) 864-0775
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Use of hotlines

Don Walker
Information Officer
Kentucky Higher Education Assistance Authority
1050 U.S. 127 South
Frankfort, Kentucky 40601
(502) 564-799C

Charles Sheehan
Massachusett Association of Student
Financial Aid Administrators

Boston University
881 Commonwealth Avenue
Fifth Floor

Boston, Massachusetts 02215
(617) 353-4176

Pat DeWeese

Assistant Director
Project Learn
E.C.S.

309 Tupper Hall
Ohio University
Athens, Ohio 45701

(614) 594-6569

Joanne Yphantis
Director

Massachusetts Occupational Information Coordinating Committee
Charles F. Hurley Building
Second Floor
Government Center
Boston, Massachusetts 02114
(617) 292-5115

Penny Edgert
Project Director
The San Diego County Cal-SOAP Consortium
Riley Guidance Center
5650 Mount Ackerly Drive
San Diego, California 92111
(619) 569-1866

Bill Ryan
Chief, Dissemination Section
U. S. Department of Education
Office of Student Financial Assistance
Room 4661, ROB-3
400 Maryland Avenue, SW
'ashington, DC 20202
?02) 447-9031
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Reaching Minority, Disadvantaged, Nontraditional and Other Groups

Reaching minorities

Paul T. Spraggins, Jr.
Director
Bureau of Education Opportunity
Department of Public Instruction
600 W. Walnut

Suite 40
Milwaukee, Wisconsin 53212
(414) 224-4413

Marilyn ,Collins

Director of Secondary Guidance & Counseling
3830 Richmond Street
Houston, Texas 77027

(713) 623-5011

Herman L. Reid, Jr.
Executive Director
Negro Educational Emergency Drive
Law and Finance Building
Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15219
(412) 566-2760

Reaching adults

Zoe Dalhiem
Director
Adult Tutoring Connection
Home Tutoring Program
269 First Street
Pittsfield, Massachusetts 01201
(413) 442-6569

Pat DeWeese
Assistant Director
Project Learn
E.C.S.
309 Tupper Hall

Ohio University
Athens, Ohio 45701
(614) 594-6569

Dr. Peter Mills
Executive Director
Compact for Lifelong Educational Opportunities
37 South Sixteenth Street
Philadelphia, Pennsylvania 19102

(215) 864-0775
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Gwen Harper
Program Consultant

The Answer Van
United Way of Massachusetts Bay
87 Kilby Street
Boston, Massachusetts 02108
(617) 482-8370

Marguerite Goodwin

Executive Director
Women's Inner-City Educational Resource Service
134 Warren Street
Roxbury, Massachusetts 02019
(617) 442-9150

Reaching economically disadvantaged students

Arthur S. Marmaduke
California Student Aid Commission
1410 Fifth Street

Sacramento, California 95814
(916) 445-0880

Penny Edgert

Project Director
The San Diego County Cal-SOAP Consortium
Riley Guidance Center
5650 Mount Ackerly Drive
San Diego, California 92111
(619) b65-1966

Deborah Daniels

Consortium Coordinator
SUCCESS Project

Solano Community College
Box 246
Suisun City, California 94585
(707) 864-7000
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APPENDIX II

List of Related Studies and Reports

"A plan for the dissemination of Financial Aid Information in California".
Prepared by Seth Brunner for the California Student Aid Commission and the
National Student Educational Fund, 1977.

"Better Information for Student Choice: Report of a National Task Force ".

Prepared by Elaine El-Khawas for The Fund for the Improvement of Postsecondary
Education, 1977.

"High School end Beyond: A National Longitudinal Study for the 1980's".
Prepared by Rachel A. Rosenfeld of the National Opinion Research Center for the
National Center for Education Statistics, U.S. Department of Education, 1980.

"Making it Count: A Report on a Project to Provide Better Financial Aid
Information to Students". Prepared by the College Scholarship Service of the
College Entrance Examination Board for the Fund for the Improvement of

Postsecondary Education, 1977.

"Parents and the Process of Gaining Access to Student Financial Aid for
Higher Education". Prepared by Lorayn Olson, University of Chicago, and Rachel

A. Rosenfeld, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, for the Spencer
Foundation, 1982.

"Student Aid Information: Summary of Development and Dissemination

Efforts". Prepared by Kristen Stelk, Sacramento, California for the National
Commission on Student Financial Assistance, 1983.

"Unmet Needs: Report on Student Financial Aid Problems from the CSS

Student Advisory Committee ". College Entrance Examination Board, 1976.

"From High School to College: A Critical Transition". National

Association of College Aomissions Counselors, 1983.
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The College Board Is a nonprofit membership organization that provides
test and other edicational services for students, schools, and colleges
The membership Is cornpoted of more than 2,500 colleges, schools, school
systems, and education associations. Representatives of the members
serve on the Board of Trustees and advisory councils and committees that
consider the programs of the College Board and participate in the determin
at Ion of its policies and activities.

The Washington Office of the College Board conducts research relevant to
public-policy issues in education. The office is located at 1717 MaSsachu
setts Avenue, N.W., Suite 404, Washington, D C. 20036; (202) 332.7134.
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Income Maintenance Programs
and

College Opportunity

A Study by
the Washington Office of

the College Board

April 1982

anet S. Hansen. Associate Director for Policy Analysis, wrote this report,
with the assistance of Be.trtz (Toni) Clewell. David Rosen did much of the
research on which the report Is based. The research and the report are part
of a project funded by a grant from the Ford Foundation to the Washington
Office of the College Board. Lawrence E. Glad.eux, Executive Director.

Copyright C) 1982 by College Entrance Examination Board. All rights reserved
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Postsecondary opportunities, particularly for the disadvantaged, are poten-
tially threatened by federal budget cuts not just in student aid but in the
entire range of income security programs.

Most federal assistance available to help students meet college costs comes
through grant, loan, and ork/study programs created explicitly to aid indivi-
duals unable tc pay for higher education on their own. At the same time, the
federal government helps to maintain the incomes of individuals suffering from
various disadvantages: poverty, physical handicap, unemployment, death of the
family breadwinner, and so forth. When beneficiaries of one or another of
these income maintenance programs contemplate enrolling in college, their
ability to handle the costs is affected by the rules and regulations of the
programs from which they have been receiving support.

For students and indirectly for institutions of higher education, recent re-
ductions in income maintenance programs mean an additional loss of resources.
Counselors, financial aid administrators, and college officials planning
institutional budgets will need to take account of these changes in the period
ahead.

The Washington Office of the College Board has produced several reports de-
scribing changes in student assistance programs and their likely effects. In

this analysis we provide information about the impact of recent changes on
students or prospective students receiving support from the major income main-
tenance programs: Social Security, Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC), Medicaid, Food Stamps, public housing assistance, the Comprehensive
Education and Training Act (CETA), and vocational rehabilitation aid. We
focus primarily on provisions of the 1981 Omnibus Reconciliation Act, though
we sometimes refer to other recent developments or to long-standing provisions
that affect access to postsecondary education for the disadvantaged.

In February 1982, President Reagan proposed another round of federal budget
cuts, including fu-ther reductions in many of the programs discussed in this
paper. We do not report on his proposed changes here, as Congress has yet to
act on them.

The following pages discuss each of the major income maintenance programs, the
changes brought about by the Reconciliation Act, and their effect on students

or prospective students. The chart on pages 7 and 8 provides a summary of
this information for easy reference.

Social Security

Students and prospective students will be most affected by changes in Social
Security restricting aid to dependents over the age of 17. Created in 1965,
the program of Social Security student benefits had grown to dwarf all but the
largest direct student aid programs. In March 1981, approximately 880,000
students aged 18-21 were enrolled in the program. Roughly 80 percent of these

students were in postsecondary education. Based on death, disability, or re-
tirement of a parent eligible for Social Security, these individuals received
an average benefit of $259 per month (in 1981) as long as they were full-time,
unmarried students under age 22. The annual cost of benefits for postsecond-
ary students was variously estimated at $1.7 billion to $2 billion.
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The Reconciliation Act phases out Social Security student benefits over the
next four years. No individual will be eligible if he or she enrolls in col-
lege after April 30, 1982. Anyone re:eiving benefits for the first time after
August 31, 1981, will be dropped from the program in July 1982. Other current
beneficiaries will continue to receive Social Security assistance until they
leave school or reach 22. but their benefit levels will be cut by 25 percent
each year from their 1981 levels (beginning in September 1982) and they will
not be eligible for the cost-of-living increases customarily given Social
Security recipients each year. Moreover, students will not be paid benefits
for the months of May, June, July, or August each year, regardless of wh2ther
or not they are actually in school. This provision takes effect in May 1982.

Students who continue to receive Social Security payments may find their eli-
gibility for student aid, especially Pell Grants, reduced in 1982-83. Congress
has changed the way Social Security benefits are treated in determining eligi-
bility for Pell Grants. In past years, these benefits were included in family
income, and only 10.5 percent of this income was assumed to be available to pay
college costs. For 1982-83, Social Security student benefits will no longer be
considered in determining the family's expected contribution from income. They
will, however, be considered as direct aid available to the student. The total
of the Pell Grant, expected family contribution, Social Security benefits, and
other aid may not exceed the student's cost of attendance. Pell Grants will be
adjusted accordingly.

Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC)

Two kinds of AFDC recipients have enrolled in college: dependents below the
age of 22 and adults receiving AFDC benefits because they are taking care of
dependent children. Both groups may find their ability to attend college
affected by recent changes in AFDC provisions.

Until passage of the Reconciliation Act, the AFDC program gave states two op-
tions for covering dependent children over 17. States could cover no one over
17 or all 18-21 year olds in regular attendance at a secondary or vocational
school, college, or university. All but 11 of the 50 states elected to cover
18-21 year olds, and an estimated 170,000 such students were receiving benefits
in 1979.

The Reconciliation Act eliminated federal AFDC payments on behalf of 18-21 year
olds enrolled in college. States may now choose not to cover anyone over 17 or
to cover 18 year olds who are full-time students in secondary school or the
equivalent level of vocational or technical training and who expect to complete
the program before turning 19. As with other benefits, states may continue to
cover AFDC dependents in college solely from state funds, but few are likely to
do so. Thus, dependents will lose AFDC eligibility on their eighteenth birth-
days if they are not in secondary or vocational education. Their families
could lose as much as $800 annually when their AFDC eligibility ends.

AFDC adult recipients will be affected by new work requirements and by tighter
restrictions on other income (which in some states can include certain student
aid). The most significant effect on AFDC recipients interested in postsecond-
ary education may come from new work requirements for parents of young children.

The Reconciliation Act says that the parent or other relative personally pro-
viding care for a child under the age of six shall be allowed only "very brief
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and infrequent absences" from the child. Otherwise, the parent is required to
register for "manpower services, training, employment, and other employment
related activities." This provision may effectively preclude parents of young
children from enrolling in college, since class attendance could be viewed as
more than brief absences from the child.

In the past, parents of older children were expected to be available for
employment, but in practice jobs for them frequently did not exist and AFDC ad-
ministrators sometimes allowed or even encouraged college attendance as part of
approved training programs. A heavier emphasis on "workfare" in the Act may
resrlt in more AFDC recipients being required to take some sort of job rather
than attend school. Under Reconciliation, states are allowed to establish Com-
munity Work Experience Programs. where AFDC recipients are required to work in
community serv4ce agencies without additional compensation. States may also
create Work Supplementation Programs, in which they reduce AFDC grants in order
to obtain funds for jobs to be made available to AFDC recipients on a voluntary
basis.

Stricter limitations on earned income may also affect students, particularly in
states where student aid funds have been counted as family income in determining
AFDC eligibility. One new limitation involves the so-called "30 and 1/3" rule.
Before Reconciliation, working AFDC recipients were allowed a disregard of $30
per month plus one-third of their remaining earnings in calculating their AFDC
eligibility. Now the disregard is limited to the first four months of employ-
ment. Other disregards for working AFDC recipients, such as the ones for work
expenses and care of dependent children or disabled adults, are also reduced.
These changes could have serious consequences for students in areas where local
welfare offices treat student grants or work/study assistance as earned income.

When part or all of student aid is counted as earned income, families could also
find their eligibility for AFDC reduced or eliminated because of new "standard
of need" restrictions. The Reconciliation Act excludes from the AFDC program
any family whose income exceeds 150 percent of each state's "standard of need."

Changes in the AFDC program having indirect consequences for students include
allowing states to reduce AFDC payments to families receiving food stamps or
housing subsidies and excluding families from the program if they have $1,000
in assets other than a home or a car.

Reconciliation provisions affecting AFDC recipients were scheduled to take ef-
fect on October 1, 1982, though court appeals and the need for state legisla-
tures to enact conforming legislation have delayed implementation in some
cases. States may choose to pay for benefits dropped by the federal govern-
ment, though state governments have budget problems of their own and are
unlikely to take this option.

Medicaid

Medicaid, which is closely linked to AFDC, provides federally-subsidized health
care to low-Income citizens and their families through matching grants to the
states. States are required to provide Medicaid coverage to all AFDC recipi-
ents; in addition they may, but are not required to, cover the "medically
needy" (the aged, blind or disabled, or families with dependent children whose
income is too high for AFDC but who need help with medical costs).
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The most important Medicaid change stems from the program's connection to AFDC:
students 18 to 21 years old who lose their AFDC eligibility will lose their
Medicaid benefits as well. So will AFDC parents who become ineligible for AFDC
because of new earning restrictions. As with AFDC, states have the option of
continuing coverage for 18 to 21-year olds on their own, an option few are
likely to choose.

The Reconciliation Act also loosens restrictions on the 30 states that have
elected to provide Medicaid to the medically needy. They no longer must cover
all medically needy, and they have the option of refusing coverage to depend-
ents over 17, 18, or 19 years old, instead of having to cover all dependents
under 21 in eligible families as before. Also, it is estimated that because
of Reconciliation states will receive a billion dollars less in FY 1982 in
federal reimbu "sements for Medicaid than they would have otherwise expected to
receive. This decreases the likelihood that they will choose to cover optional
groups.

Food Stamps

Few student recipients of Food Stamps remained in the program after the 1980
Food Stamp Amendments placed strict limitations on their eligibility. The
number of students receiving Food Stamps dropped from an estimates 200,000 to
approximately 50,000 after those amendments became law.

The 1980 Amendments restricted the eligibility of students enrolled in college
half-time or more and aged 18-60 to those individuals working at least 20 hours
per week or participating in the College Work/Study program during the school
year or enrolled in the Work Incentive (WIN) program under AFDC. Also, accord-
ing to the 1980 changes, the student has to be a head of household, a spouse in
a two -parent household, or earning half of the household's income. If students
meet all of these conditions, they can qualify for Food Stamps if they meet the
program's income test

Overall, Food Stamp expenditures are expected to be $1.7 billion lower in FY
1982 than in FY 1981, with one million of the program's 22 million recipients
likely to lose eligibility altogether. Remaining recipients will find their
benefits reduced because of such changes as delaying cost-of-living adjust-
ments, prorating first-month benefits, and restricting deductions and earneci-
income disregards.

Public Housing Assistance

The two largest federally - sponsored housing assistance programs for low-income
citizens provide rent subsidies for families and individuals living in public -

ly- owned and operated housing projects or in privately-owned (so-called
"Section 8") housing. Before the Reconciliation Act, a public housing or
Section 8 family paid no more than 5 percent of its gross monthly income or 25
percent of its monthly adjusted income for rent. The Reconciliation Act sets
the rate at the highest of: 1) 30 percent of the family's monthly adjusted
income, 2) 10 percent of the family's monthly gross income, or 31 that part of
a family's welfare payment specifically designated for housing, in states
where welfare is adjusted for housing costs.

The Act also changed the way educational costs and subsidies are treated in
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determining income. Before Reconciliation, all income from afamily member
under 18 and from full-time students was disregarded in calculating the fami-
ly's eligibility, mless the student was the head of household or that person's
spouse. All earned income of the latter and of part-time students. including
scholarship assistance, was counted as family income. Scholarship aid was
broadly defined as any public or private grant or work/study wages. The
public housing program, however, excluded from income student aid covering
tuition, fees, and books. The Section 8 program disregarded equipment as
well. In addition, both programs included an annual deduction of $300 from
family income for each family member who was a full-time student.

Reconciliation eliminates the earnings disregard for full-time students a;
well as the $300 annual deduction. Both changes will presumably lower the
eligibility of families with students for housing subsidies and/or discourage
dependent full-time students from working.

The Comprehensive Education and Training Act (CETA)

CETA consists of several kinds of programs that can help college students.

Puolic service employment opportunities authorized by Titles 110 and VI pro-
vide subsidized jobs and training for out-of-work adults. Local CETA sponsors
can arrange for the training component to be conducted by colleges. CETA job-
holders can also pursue college courses on their own. CETA also provides edu-
cation and training for 14-22 year olds through such programs as Youth Employ-
ment and Training, Job Corps, and the Summer Youth Employment Program. Local
sponsors provide a variety of other training programs for adults under CETA
auspices.

The major step taken in the Reconciliation Act was to eliminate all CETA
public-service employment at the end of FY 1981. Youth employment and adult
training are continued, but at reduced levels. The loss of CETA wages is
doubtless the most significant of these changes for college students.

Vocational Rehabilitation

Vocational Rehabilitation services, including college training if appropriate,
are provided to disabled citizens in an effort to prepare them for gainful
employment. These services emerged largely unscathed from Reconciliation.
States, however, may have a harder time in the future collecting federal reim-
bursements when their clients are also receiving federal disability payments,
because of new rules allowing reimbursements for thdse individuals only if the
rehabilitation results in "substantial gainful activity for a continuous
period of nine months."
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HIGHLIGHTS OF 1981 OMNIBUS RECONCILIATION ACT
AND EFFECTS ON POSTSECONDARY STUDENTS

BEFORE 1981 RECONCILIATION AFTER 1981 RECONCILIATION

Fu.1-tune, unmarried students under the age
of 22 received an average benefit of $259 a
month in 1981. based on the death, disabil-
ity. or retirement of a parent eligible for
Social Security

No one enrolling in college after April 30. 1982.
will be eligible. Those receiving benefits for the
first time after August 31. 1981, will be dropped
in July 1982. Other current beneficiaries will
continue to receive benefits until they leave
school or turn 22, but their benefit levels will
be cut by 25 percent a year beginning September
1982. and they will not be eligible for yearly
cost-of-living increases. After May 1982. students
will not be paid benefits for May, June, Jul.,. or
August. Effect: No benefits for new college stu-
dents. and benefits for all others (some 700.000 in
1981) phased out over next four years.

Due to other Mangos passed to: Congress in 1981,
Social Security student benefits will be considered
as direct student aid rather than family inane in
the formula for determining eligibility for Pei;
Grants. Effect: Many students who receive Social
Security &Rails will find their eligibility for
Pell Grants reduced.

States could opt to. (1) cover no one over
17. or (2) cover all 18-21 year olds in
regular attendance at a secondary or voca-
tional school, college or university.

Federal AFDC payments on behalf of 18-21 year olds
in college are eliminated. States may now choose
to: (11 cover no one over 17. or (2) cover 18 year
olds a.tending secondary school or receiving an
equivalent level of vocational or technical train-
ing. Effect: Discourages college enrollment by

18- toa:War-old AFDC dependents.

The parent or 'caretaker' relative of a
child under six was. without restriction.
excused from the requirement to register
for 'manpower services, training, employ-
ment, and other employment- related activi-

ties.* Such parents could participate in
college study.

The parent or 'caretaker" relative of a child under
six shall be allowed only 'very brief and infre-

quent absences" from the child. Otherwise, he or
she is required to engage in 'manpower services,

employment. training. and other employment-related
activities.' Effect: May preclude college study
if class attenUis viewed as requiring excessive
absence from child.

Working AFDC recipients were allowed a dis-
regard of $30 a month plus 1/3 of their
remaining earnings in calculating their
AFDC eligibility There was no time limit

on this disregard.

The so-called '30 and 1/3' disregard is now lim-
ited to the first four months of employment and
may not be reinstated unless a qualified appli-
cant has not received AFDC benefits for 12 con-

secutive ronths. AFDC families with incomes over
150 percent of each state's 'standard of need'
are excluded from AFDC benefits. Effect: Red..4es

AFDC eligibility for employed beneTTCTOIes and
for students whose local welfare offices treat
grants and work/study assistance as earned income.

Although parents of children over six were
required to register for employment or
training, in practice they were sometimes
allowed to attend college as part of

mved training programs.

A heavy emphasis on 'workfare' may bring about
stricter adherence to work requirements. States
may opt to establish Community Work Experience
Programs or Work Supplementation Programs where
AFDC recipients work in community service agencies
without additional compensation. Effect: Many
recipients who are parents of olderNETdren may be
required to take jobs rathmr than attend college.
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HUINLIGHTS (Continued)

BEFORE 1981 RECONCILIATION AFTER 1981 RECONCILIATION

In addition to meeting an income test.
students eligible for Food Stamps had to
be at least half-time students, aged 18 to
60, and either working at least 20 hours a
weak, or enrolled in a work/study program,
or participating in a WIN program under
AFDC. They also had to be either heads of
household, spouses in a two-parent house-
hold, or earning half the household's
income.

Recipients will experience reductions in bene-
fits brought about by delayed cost -of- living
adjustmtnts, prorating of first-month benefits
accordirg to date of application, and restric-
tions on deductions and earned income disre-
gards. Effect: The 50,000 students currently
receivingggifits will experience reductions
similar to those of other recipients.

Students 18-21 years old who were eligible
for AFDC benefits were covered by Medicaid.

With a few exceptions, students 18-21 years old
lose their AFDC eligibility and consequently will
lose Medicaid coverage. Effect: Loss of
Medicaid for many economianrdisadvantaged
students.

The 30 states that opted to provide Medi-
caid to the medically needy had to cover
all medically needy. Including all depen-
dents under 21 in eligible families.

These states are no longer required to cover all
the medically needy. and they have the option
of refusing to cover dependents over 17, 18, or 19
years of age. Efikt: Because of budget cuts,
states are likely to reduce or eliminate such
coverage.

A public housing or Section 8 family paid
no more than 5 percent of its gross monthly
income or 25 percent of its monthly
adjusted incase for rent.

The rate for tenants is the highest of: (I) 30
percent of the family's monthly adjusted income;
(2) 10 percent of its monthly gross incomes or
(3) that part of its welfare payment specifi-
cally designated for housing in states where
welfare is adjusted for housing costs. Effect:
Higher housing rates for students or famIllirof
students in publicly assisted housing.

All income from full-time students was
excluded In calculating a family's eligi-
bility for housing subsidies, except for
student heads of household or their
spouses. All earned income of the latter
and of part-time students. Including
scholarship assistance, was counted as
family income. The public housing program
and the Section 8 program differed as to
what portion of student aid was to be ex-
cluded from income. Both programs allowed
annual deduction of $300 for each family
member who was a full -time student.

Earnings disregard is eliminated for full-time
students as is 5300 annual deduction for students.
Effect: Lowers eligibility of families with stu-
ZiRT-for housing subsidies and discourages depen-
dents full-time students from working.

Treatment of student aid is now uniform across
all HUD programs: student aid covering tuition,
fees, books, and eouloment is excluded from
family income. Effect: Simplifies calculation of
income disreganfrThirdetermining eligibility for
public housing assistance.

Under CETA, public service employment op-
portunities provided subsidized jobs and
training for out-of-work adults. Local

CETA sponsors could arrange for training
to be conducted by colleges. CETA job
holders could also take college courses on
their own.

All CETA public kervice employment is eliminated.
Youth employment and adult training are continued
at reduced levels. Effects: Loss of CETA wages
for college students and decreased participation
in college training as a part of other adult and
youth employment programs.

2a

The federal government reimbursed state

vocational rehabilitation agencies for
rehabilitation services to recipients of
federal disability Payments, without
stipulating that those served be envloyed
for a specified time.

Such reimbursements may be made only if the ser-
vices to clients result in their performance of
'substantial gainful activity' for a continuous
period of nine months. Effect: Discourages
state vocational rehabilTanin agencies from
serving clients receiving federal disability aid.
Including students and prospective students,
because of increased followop responsibilities
and risk of losing reimbursement funds.
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Mr. WEISS. Thank you, Ms. Dunk le. Dr. Weinbaum.

STATEMENT OF DR. SANDY WEINBAUM, DIRECTOR, ACCESS FOR
WOMEN

Dr. WEINBAUM. I would like to thank the subcommittee for invit-
ing me to share my experiences with vocational programs for teen
mothers in New York City, one of which I have developed and am
presently directing. It is a nontraditional vocational program for
teen mothers, ages 17 to 21, based at New York City Technical Col-
lege, and funded by private foundations and city agencies.

Recent media and social science research have focused national
attention on the incidence of poverty among female-headed house-
holds. Women who bear their first child as a teenager are heavily
represented among those households. One-half million adolescents
between the ages of 15 and 19 give birth each year.

The United States has the highest proportion of teen parents of
any western industrialized country. One-half of AFDC payments go
to households headed by women who bore their first child as a
teenager.

Most teen mothers will be heads of households during some ,part
of their lives, either because they bear children out of marriage or
because a very high percentage of their marriages end in divorce.
Many have interrupted their schooling to have a child and do not
return to acquire a high school degree or marketable skills. Few re-
ceive child support payments. Returning to school or to work poses
special problems because of the high cost of good child care. Like
other women in our society, when they find employment, they are
likely to hold jobs in the traditional female sectors of the economy,
which will not provide sufficient income for the household.

The children in these households suffer the consequences of their
mothers' low income and educational deficits with the result that
they are likely to do more poorly in school than children born to
older parents, and to be impoverished and educationally disadvan-
taged.

What can our society do to end the cycle of welfare" dependency,
marginal jobs and poverty, and what current welfare and employ-
ment policies enhance or hinder adolescent mothers progress
toward economic independence?

No intervention can be successful that does not address the com-
plex social and economic circumstances as well as the psychological
realities which are likely to shape the lives of adolescent mothers.

When most adolescents are engaged in attending school, develop-
ing significant relationships with peers, and plonning their future,
teen mothers must put their own developmental needs on hold
while they learn to care and provide for their child. Yet, they, too,
must complete their education if they are to become economically
self-sufficient adults and acquire marketable skills and find work.

When we consider that most teen mothers are not married or are
in marriages that will not last and that they come from low-income
households in which there are few material resources to assist
them, these tasks seem all the more formidable. Adolescent women
whose educational and employment opportunities are limited may
hope to acquire status and affection in their homes and commtuu-
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ties through having a child. They are usually disappointed and
overwhelmed by their new adult responsibilities.

Their families may feel incapable of caring for and supporting
another child. Some teen mothers find living at home untenable
because of family tensions and crowded living conditions. If they
can, they establish their own households, thus becoming another
statistic in the growing number of poor female-headed households.

A number of innovative support programs around the country
have been designed to assist adolescent mothers in eop _ing with
these extremely diffirtult and complex circumitances. e many
creative initiatives have been undertaken, few have prepared ado-
lescent mothers to be breadwinners, and the few that do have had
little impact on Federal employment programs funded. under the
Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA).

These programs have not adequately met the educational needs
of teen mothers, even though the mandate of the act was to serve
the most disadvantaged in our society.

A recent report on JTPA programs in New York City serving
youth documents the difficulties that even programs designed only
for young people have in recruiting. and retaining teen mothers.
The problems, which I think are not at all unique to New :York in-
cludethis is the most frequently cited problemlack of adequate
arrangements for child care; lack of easily accessible and high qual-
ity remediation programs; lack of stipends adequate to cover train-
ing related costs, such as transportation, lunch or classroom sup-
phes; and burdensome and time-consuming dealings with welfare,
which prevent participants from attending regularly.

A further problem documented in the report is the concentration
of young women in clerical skills or other training programs that
are traditional for women. Only 8 percent of the females as op-
posed to 33 percent of the males were being trained in such fields
as building maintenance and repair or automotive mechanics.

It should be noted that the majority of youth, although women
much more than men, were being trained in jobs in the female
sector of the economyclerical and service jobs that are typically
nonunionized have low salaries, few benefits and offer few possibili-
ties for advancement.

The result of such training programs is that young women must
take jobs that do not adequately support them. They lose or leave
them, go back on welfare, and continue to cycle on and off welfare;
thus, welfare becomes poor women's unemployment.

In spite of the widespread knowledge about these negative conse-
quences of sex segregation in employment, JTPA programs have
done little to address this issue. They have not, for example, man-
dated that a certain percentage of training slots be for jobs that are
nontraditional for women.

My own experience, and the reason I was asked to testify before
the committee, has been in developing a model employment pro-
gram for adolescent mothers, ages 17 to 21. This is a 6-month pro-
gram which provides vocational, training in building maintenance
and repair. A nontraditional program was chosen because
it prepares young women for jobs that generally pay higher sala-
ries than can be found in the traditional female sectors of the econ-
omy.



It enrolls women with a sixth grade reading level or above and, I
should add, we have had no difficulty in recruiting participants to
this program. Young women who have completed the program
have been hired as handypersons, as maintenance workers in mu- ,-
nicipal agencies, as apprentice carpenters, painters, bricklayers.
Many achieve their high school equivalency diploma in the pro-
gram.

They leave with a sense of themselves as productive members of
society. As one woman, a 19-year-old mother of three children, said,
when she completed the program, "There are so many things I
want to give my children, and now that I have a trade, I can begin
providing for them."

The basic components of this program were derived from other
young mother programs around the country. The experience of
these programs suggests that a successful employment program for
older teen mothers, those 17 to 21, must include the following com-
ponents:

1. Training in skills which meet the needs and requirements of
local industry and business and which lead to jobs which provide
salaries and benefits sufficient for a woman to support herself and
her children.

2. A comprehensive onsite education component which includes
remediation in reading, writing, and mathematics, programs in
English as a second language, and preparation for the high school
equivalency exam

3. A comprehensive counseling component which assists students
in overcoming personal barriers to their development; addresses
their needs as parents; provides guidance in family planning; pro-
vides training and job readiness skills, such as how to apply for a
job, how to handle an interview, or write a resume; and assists par-
ticipants in balancing their roles of worker and parent.

Counseling for adolescent mothers must address sex stereotyping
in work and family roles which prevents, young women from devel-
oping to their fullest potential;

4. A mentoring component, which provides young women with
sensitive and supportive role models in the fields for which they
are preparing, and which provides them with a network of people
to call on once they leave the program.

5. Supportive services during the program, of which the most im-
portant are onsite child care and stipends to defray training relat-
ed costs. A followup with participants, once they leave the pro-
gram, which provides assistance in maintaining jobs, finding new
ones, creating supportive networks at work and in the community,
juggling family and work responsibilities and finding high quality
child care.

6. And, finally, the location of all these services at one site which
facilitates access to them and enhances the likelihood of teen moth-
ers attending regularly and completing a program.

Even if programs were to include all these components, the par-
ticipants would still face major obstacles in completing them or in
becoming economically self-sufficient. These obstacles stem from
the difficult circumstances in their lives as well as from the inequi-
ties and failures of our welfare system.
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Adolescent mothers devote an inordinate amount of time to deal-
ing with welfare. They must cope with several agencies and regula-
tions that mystify all but the trained specialist. Little wonder that
they do not know their rights, often do not receive the benefits
they are entitled to, and when they do, they may be arbitrarily cut
off, which, in human terms, may mean hunger or loss of housing.

Programs can and must advocate for their participants. However,
their major tasks should be neither to mitigate nor to challenge the
failures of welfare. While we envision programs that assist young
mothers in becoming economically self-sufficient, we must also de-
velop a welfare system which does not undermine their efforts to
do so and does not stigmatize and degrade them.

I would recommend the following changes in welfare and family
policies to enhance the ability of older adolescent mothers to
become economically self-sufficient: improved access to benefits
that exist through clear notification of rights and entitlements and
through an enforcement of existing regulations; a level of benefits
that adequately meets family needs; assistance with the transition
to economic independence, including a period of contnued health
benefits and income maintenance, if necessary; nonstigmatized
family support or child allowance for all parents, regardless of
income, such as can be found in Sweden, France, the Federal Re-
public of Germany and other industrialized Western countries; and
State assured child support, either from the absent parent, when
that is possible, or from the State; and, finally, improved subsidies
for child care for all working parents.

Implicit in all these changes, to quote Sheila Kammerman, is
"the acknowledgment of the dramatic change in women's roles, a
view of mothers as employable, and a commitment to assuring
them job opportunities and training as needed."

The type of employment programs I have described are costly.
Per student costs exceed those allowed under JTPA because sup-
port services, which include child care, are above the 15-percent
limit allowed under the act. Yet, without such program compo-
nents, I believe we cannot help one of the most disadvantaged
groups in our society to become economically self-sufficient.

From a long-range perspective, such programs are cost-effective
when measured against public expenditure for welfare benefits and
the loss of tax revenues. Human costs are, of course, the most dis-
turbing. To allow a generation of young women and their children
to cycle on and off welfare will result in a tragic loss of human po-
tential.

As a society committed to providing opportunities to all its mem-
bers, we must not allow this to happen.

[The prepared statement of Dr. Weinbaum follows;]
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Recent media and social science research have focused national atten-

tion on the incidence of poverty among female-headed households. Women

who bear their first child as a teenager are heavily represented among

these households. One half-million adolescents between the ages of 15 and

19 give birth each year; the United States has the highest proportion of

teen parents of any Western industrialized country. One-half of AFDC pay-

ments go to households headed by women who bore their first child as a teen.

Most teen mothers will be heads of households during some part of

their lives--either because they bear children out of marriage or because

a very high percentage of their marriages end in divorce. It y have

interrupted their schooling to have a child and do not return to acquire

high school degree t'r marketable skills. Few receive child support pay-

ments. Returning to school or to work poses special problems because of

the high cost of good childcare. Like other women in our society, when they

find employment they are likely to hold jobs in the traditional female

sectors of the labor force which will not provide sufficient income to

support a household. The children in these households suffer the

consequences of their mothers' low Incomes and educational deficits with

the result that they are likely to do more poorly in school than children

born to older parents and to be impoverished and educationally disadvan-

taged.

What can our society do to end this cycle of welfare dependence,

marginal jobs and poverty, and what current welfare and employment policies

enhance or hinder adolescent mothers' progress toward economic independence?

1
Kristin A. Moore and Martha R. Burt, Private Crisis, Public Policy:

Policy Perspectives on Teenage Childbearing, Washington, D.C., The Urban

Institute, 1982.
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No intervention can be successful that does not address the complex

social and economic circumstances as well as the psychological realities

which are likely to shape the lives of adolescent mothers. When most

adolescents are engaged in attending school, developing significant rela-

tionships with peers, and planning their future, teen mothers must put

their own developmental needs on hold while they learn to care and provide

for their child. Yet they too must complete their education, if they are

to become economically self-sufficient adults, acquire marketable skills

and find work. When we consider that most teen mothers are not married or

are in marriages which will not last and that they come from low-income

households in which there are few material resources to assist them--these

tasks seem all the more formidable. Adolescent women whose educational

and employment opportunities are limited may hope to acquire status and

affection in their nomes and communities through having a child. They

are usually disappointed and overwhelmed by their new adult respo/ ,ili-

ties. Their families may feel incapable of caring for and supporting

another child. Some teen mothers find living at home untenable because oil

family tensions and crowded living conditions. If they can, they establish

their own households, eaus becoming another statistic in the growing number

of poor female-headed households.

A number of innovative support programs around the country have been

designed to assist adolescent mothers In coping with these extremely

difficult and complex circumstance;. While many creative initiatives have

been undertaken, few have prepared adolescent mothers to be bread winners.

The few that do. have little impact on federal employment programs.

2

For a description of these programs see Time for Transition: Teenage

Parents and Employment, Project Director, Elizabeth McGee, National

Child Labor Committee, 1985.
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funded under the Job Training Partnership Act. These programs have not

adequately met the educational needs of teen mothers--even though the

mandate of the act was to serve the most disadvantaged in our society.

the reasons for this failure are multiple.

The high priority placed on job placements in JTPA has encouraged

agencies applying for funds to recruit students who are easy to train and

place. The emphasis on placement is reinforced by performance-based con-

tracts which penalize agencies for failure to meet pre-determined comple-

tion and placement goals. A young mother who has dropped out of school,

who may require academic remediation, who has no access to good childcare

and who may live in an unstable family situation is not generally viewed

as & promising candidate for a training program that averages 10 to 12

weeks and must place 70 to 80 percent of those enrolled. "Creaming"

in agencies around the country has resulted in programs that do not serve

the most disadvantaged--youth, teen mothers, and those requiring intensive

remediation.
3

A recent report on JTPA programs in New York City serving youth, docu-

ments the difficulties that even programs designed only for young people

have in recruiting and retaining teen mothers. The problems, which, I sus-

pect are not unique to New York, include lacx of adequate arrangements for

childcare, lack of easily accessible and high quality remediation programs.

lack of stipends adequate to cover training-related costs such as transpor-

tation, lunch, or classroom supplies, burdensome and time-consuming dealings

with welfare which prevent participants from attending regularly.
4

3Cary Walker, Hilary Feldstein, Katherine Solow, An Independent Sector

Analysis of the Job Training Partnership Act, Crinker, Walker and

Associates, 1984.

4Ruth Friedman, Ronald Solovay and Lin Fulcher, Young Women and JTPA in

Nei York. The Center for Public Advocacy Research, 1985.
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A further problem documented in the report is the concentration of

young women in clerical skills or other training programs that are tradi-

tional for women. Only 8% of the females,as opposed to 33% of the males,

were being trained in such fields as building maintenance and repair or

automotive mechanics. It should be noted that the majority of youth,

although women much more thanten,were being trained for jobs in the female

sector of the economy--clerical and service jobs that are typically non-

unionized, have low salaries, few benefits and offer few possibilites for

advancement.

The result of such training programs is that young women must take

jobs that do not adequately support them; they lose or leave them; and go

back on welfare. They continue to cycle on and off welfare; thus welfare

becomes poor women's unemployment.5 In spite of the widespread knowledge

about these negative consequences of sex segregation in employment, JTPA

programs have done little to address the issue. They have not, for example,

mandated that a certain percentage of training slots be for jobs that are

non-traditional for women.

My own experience, and the reason I was asked to testify before this

committee, has been in developing a model employment program for adolescent

mothers, ages 17 to 21. This is a six-month program which provides voca-

tional training in building maintenance and repair, a rapidly expanding

field in New York City. Young women who have completed this program have

been hired as handypersons, as maintenance workers in municipal agencies,

and as apprentice carpenters, painters and bricklayers. Many achieve their

5
Diana M. Pearce, "Farewell to Alms: Women and Welfare Policy in the

Eighties," Paper presented atAhe American Sociological Association

Annual Meeting, September 1982.
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high school equivalency diploma. They leave with a sense of themselves as

productive members of society; as one young w,man, a nineteen-year old

mother of 3 children, said when she completed the program, "There are so

many things I want to give my children, and now that I have a trade, I can

begin proviCng for them."

The basic components of this program were derived from other "young

mother" programs around the country. Unfortunately, most of these programs

have not been rigorously evaluated, and what has been learned has not been

applied to federally funded programs. Instead, these programs have had to

struggle to survive, often lasting only for 3 years without impact beyond

their participants. The experience of these programs suggests that a

successful employment program for older teen mothers (17 to 21) must include

the following components:

1. Training in skills that meet the needs and requirements

of local industry and business and that lead to jobs which

provide salaries and benefits sufficient for a woman to

support herself and her children. These skills can be

learned in a classroom or through a combination of class-

room training and on-the-job experience. The latter by

itself, however, is not sufficient to teach complex,

marketable skills.

2. A comprehensive, on-site education component that includes

remediation in reading, writing and mathematics, programs

in English as a Second Language and preparation for the

High School Equivalency exam. Agencies serve participants

best when they can offer the entire range of these pro-

grams.

3. A comprehensive counseling ,component that assists students

in overcoming personal barriers to their growth and

development; that addresses their needs as parents; that
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provides guidance in family planning; that provides

training in job readiness skills such as how to apply

for a job, how to handle an ITITOTView. or write a

resume; and that assists participants in balancing

their roles of worker and parent. Counseling for

adolescent mothers rust address sex - stereotyping in

work and family roles that prevents young women from

developing to their fullest potential.

4. A mentoring component which provides young =omen with

sensitive and supportive role models in the fields

for which they are preparing and which provides them

with a network of people to call on once they leave

the program.

5. Supportive services during the program, of which the

most important are on-site childcare and stipends to

defray training-related costs.

6. A follow-up with participants once they leave the

program which provides assistance in maintaining jobs,

in finding new ones, in creating supportive networks

at work and in the community, in juggling family and

work responsibilities, and in finding high quality

childcare.

7. The location of all these services at one site which

facilitates access to them and enhances the likelihood

of teen mothers attending regularly and completing a

program.

Even if programs were to include all these components, the partici-

pants would still face major obstacles in completing them or in beccming

economically self-sufficient. These obstacles stem from the difficult
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circumstances in their lives as well as from the inequities and failures

of the welfare system. Adolescent mothers devote an inordinate amount of

time to dealing with welfare. They must cape with several agencies and

regulations that mystify all but the trained specialist. Little wonder

that they do not know their rights and cften do not recieve the benefits

they are entitled to; even when they do, they may be arbitrarily cut off,

which in human terms may mean hunger or loss of housing.

Programs can and must advocate for their participants; however their

major task should not be either to mitigate or challenge the failures of

welfare. While we envision programs that assist young mothers in becoming

economically self-sufficient, we must also develop a welfare system which

does not stigmatize and degrade them and which does not undermine their

efforts to do so.

I recommend the following changes in welfare, publically-funded voca-

tional programs and family policy to enhance the ability of the older

adolescent mother (17 to 21) to become economically independent.

1. JTPA or alternative youth employment initiatives.

Provide incentives for young mothers to enroll

including childcare, specialized counsel.s,

stipends or access to welfare payments to defray

training-related cost; single site services to

avoid logistical problems faced by parents of

small children; follow-up support services.

On-site remediation and other educational pro-

grams designed to improve academic skills and

enhance the vocational training.

Flexible evaluation of program outcomes based on

individual contracts that reflect a student's

academic skills, changes in life circumstances,

needs and goals.
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2. Welfare Policy

Improved access to benefits that exist through

clear notification of rights and entitlements

and through an enforcement of existing regulations.

A level of benefits that adequately meets family

needs. At present 31 states and Washington, D.C.

have combined AFDC benefits and food stamps which

provide less than what these states define as bare

subsistence; in all states these combined benefits

are below the poverty level.
6

Assistance with the transition to economic inde-

pendence including a period of continued health

benefits and income maintenance if necessary.

3. Family Policy

Non-stigmatized family support or child allowance

for all parents regardless of income such as can

be found in Sweden, France, the Federal Republic

of Germany and other industrialized Western

countries. State assured child support either

from the absent parent, when that is possible, or

from the state.

Improved subsides for childcare for all working

parents.

6
Inequality of Sacrifice: The Impact of the Reagan Budget on Women.

Coalition of Women and the Budget, Washington, D.C. 1983.
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Implicit in all these changes, to quote Sheila Kammermac "the acknow-

ledgment of the dramatic change in women's roles, a view of mothers as

'employable,' and a commitment to assuring them job opportunities and

training as needed." 7

The type of employment programs I have described Are costly. Per

student costs exceed those allowed under JTPA because support services,

which include childcare, are above the 15 percent limit allowed under

the Act. Yet without such program components, I believe we cannot help

one of the most disadvantaged groups in our society to become economically

self-sufficient. From a long range perspective, such programs are cost

effective when measured against public expenditure for welfare benefits and

the loss of tax revenues.

The human costs are, of course, the most disturbing. To allow a

generation of young women and their children to cycle on and off welfare

will result in a tragic loss of human potential. As a society committed to

providing opportunities for all its members, we must not allow this to

happen.

ell

7
For a comparative analysis of family policy in industrialized Western

countries with further policy recommendations see Sheila Kammerman, "Women,

Children and Poverty: Public Policies and Female-Headed Families in

Industrialized Countries." Signs; A Journal of Women, Culture and Society,

Winter, 1984.
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Mr. WEISS. Thank you very much, Dr. Weinbaum. Ms. Berube.

STATEMENT OF SUSAN C. BERUBE, MARKETING COORDINATOR,
SYNCSORT, INC.

Ms. BERUBE. I am Susan Berube, former welfare student, gradu-
ate of Smith College, presently employed as marketing coordinator
with Syncsort, Inc., in New Jersey.

I am pleased to submit testimony this morning before the Sub-
committee on Intergovernmental Relations and Human Resources,
especially since I earned a degree as a welfare student.

I was asked to submit a paper that I originally gave in April-
before the public policy conference on women, welfare, and higher
education at Smith College in Northhampton. The statement I am
presenting today was, in fact, written for that conference.

After 13 years of marriage and two children, I found myself di-
vorced and responsible for providing a family wage. With no means
to do so, I was forcet1 to resort to AFDC (Aid to Families with De-
pendent Children).

While AFDC was the immediate answer to my dilemma, for me,
it was no solution to economic security and financial independence.
I am one of the fortunate ones. I sought out and found a real.solw
tion. A unique opportunity was made available to me. I could earn
a degree at Smith College as a nontraditional student, as an Ada
Comstock Scholar.

But not all Ada's are like me. Not all are receiving AFDC bene-
fits or some form of Federal educational subsidization. Not all
AFDC recipients are like me. Not all are aware that pursuing
higher education can be an option.

This program is not accessible to all individuals. It was not de-
signed specifically for women on welfare. It is a privately-funded
program outside Federal auspices that has selective entrance re-
quirements.

In my paper, I share with you some of the difficulties one en-
counters as a welfare student. Most of the experiences are mine,
but some incidents were experienced by other welfare students.

My intention is to point to some of the inconsistencies in present
policy and to suggest that Federal programs address these issues,
and to recommend that opportunities like the one I was offered be
made available to welfare women through programs designed by
the Federal Government.

A student enrolled in a degree program who is receiving public
assistance has two major concerns. First, moneyan overriding
fear of losing benefits. Second, the difficulty of handling multiple
tasks while feeling satisfied that she has achieved her personal
measure of success at each.

By definition, the person who has opted for a degree program,
rather than short-term vocational training, wants more than a job.
She knows that she is capable of more than learning a specific
skill. She wants to open doors that will enable her to make more
money than the typical female vocational job offers. She may even
want a career. She may not know specifically which door that
degree should open, but she knows she needs a position that will
challenge her intellect.
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Typically, she is a mother. She is a homemaker. She is an ex-
wife. She is a person with her own particular needs.

She has initiative, ambition and a distaste for financial depend-
ence. She wants more out of life and has come to realize that she is
the only person that she can rely on to get what she wants. Confi-
dence is not even an issue. She is a driven woman

She struggles with her pricrities. Her children need her love and
attention. Her courses require much time and effort. Her home-
making choresfood a necessity, clean clothes and house, nice but
not high on the list. Then, there is the father of her children, and
all the emotional ramifications of that situation. In addition, her
family and friends make demands on her, but, at the same time,
chastize herfor subjecting herself to unnecessary pressures.

Her children are *rowing. If she is not careful, she will have
missed their great triumphs and their pain. To what degree is she
responsible for.their academic and extra-curricular achievements?
How are they developing socially?ff she could just make the time
to listen. She carries an overriding guilt that she is.being selfish
and robbing them of appropriate nurturing. And she does not want
them to leave the nest without really having enjoyed them..

But she has three papers due and two exams next week. Will
that professor be understanding and give her an extension? She is
behind on her reading. Can she really contribute something mean-
ingful, something worthy of a passing grade? She is sure she has
bitten off more than she can chew. Her only comfort is that her
counterpart has four papers due and three exams and her child has
the chicken pox.

When she gets home from class, she fmds a notification in the
mail that her case is up for redetermination and a meeting has
been set for next week. She must have her rent and utilities re-
ceipts, her pay stubs, and all other pertinent data available for in-
spection. Her checking and savings accounts and those of her chil-
dren must be presented. The signature on the notification is differ-
ent! A new caseworker. What will this one be like? Sympathetic to
her situation or unreasonable and difficult?

The phone rings. It is the father of her children. He cannot take
the kids this weekend. He and his new girlfriend are having a
party and they feel it just would not be appropriate to have the
children there. You do understand don't you? Besides, isn't cousin
Mary's birthday Sunday, and didn;t you want to take the children
to the birthday party?

She goes to the bathroom. She has her menstrual period again'
Nothis is blood clots and she is feeling pain. Call the doctor. He
cannot see her till next month. But this is an emergency. OK.
Come in tomorrow at 4. How about an earlier time? I will have to
get a sitter at 4. Sorry. It is the best I can do.

The doctor asks if she has been under any unusual stress. Take it
easy, he says. If the condition persists, call me. She is grateful for
her medicaid benefits and relieved that hospitalization is not neces-
sary. She has no time for this.

Unfortunately, the emergency appointment conflicts with the ap-
pointment with the caseworker. Will the caseworker punish her for
this? Will her case be closed? Will she have to resubmit all the
intake forms again?
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The new date conflicts with her son's baseball game. She must
forfeit the game, she cannot miss this next appointment.

Has there been any change in your income since your last assess-
ment? The caseworker is not particularly interested in her ex-
penses or in whether or not her public assistance is adequate. It
costs her $500 every month' to provide housing and clothing. She
must be doing something wrong, the caseworker says. The Federal
standards dictate that a single person with two dependents can
provide for those needs on $300 a month.

It always amazes her how she makes -ends meet. On paper; it
does not work, but somehow she .makeii- it. Does she need fuel as-
sistance? She laughs. This reminds her of what happened-last year.
Conscientious as she is, she went for, assistance only %ill-mi.:she had
exhausted her personal Pinds. She went to the location that had,
been indicated to apply for heating assistance.

The office had been moved to a new site. When she gotlhere; she
was told that the office had been moved to yet another site. She
completed all the forms to prove her impoverished status as direct-
ed, even though she had already presented them with verification
of her AFDC status.

Then she was told that they would not be able to grant her the
full $750 allotment because the funds had already been allocated
for the season. It seems ironic that the cutoff date for the guaran-
teed portion of the fuel assistance allotment is February 28, the
height of the heating season.

Next questionhas she enrolled in the WIN Program? No, that
is the ET program. WIN was last year. But I'm in school; I cannot
work, too. You have indicated here that your child is in day care 25
hours a week. If the child is in day care more than 20 hours a
week, the public assistance recipient is required to register to get a
job and to go on interviews.

Furthermore, why does your child need day care for 25 hours
when you are taking only two courses? Yes, the earnings from your
job would be deducted from your grant, but on an incentive scale,
of course. If she works, her child will need to be in the day care
center for more hours.

When she figures out the net
public , considering the addition-

al cost and the deduction from her assistance allotment, she
would be gaining 70 cents for every precious hour she works.

She sighs in exasperation and complains that she has already se-
cured a loan to make ends meet. You have a loan? That constitutes
income. We will have to deduct the amount of your loan from your
grant. She gasps! Oh, if you wish, you can contest this, but it is not
likely you will win. The regulation is pretty clearly stated.

She is in class. Her mind is wandering. What is she going to
make for supper? There is nothing in the refrigerator. She will
have to go shopping. She starts compiling a list on the corner of
her class notes. After class, she heads for the store. Does she have
her food stamps? It is the first day of the month. She can now buy
her food stamps, but during what hours? Will she get to the store

ithat sells them in time or will she have to wait till the following
day?

She is lucky. They stop selling food stamps at 5, and it is 4:45.
She is careful to make sure that the clerk returns her ID card. She
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remembers the time the clerk did not return it to her, and then
couldn't find it when she went back 1 hour later to retrieve it. She
had to go to the trouble of getting a temporary card only to have
the original show up 1 month later. It had been turned over to the
welfare office by the store that said they did not have it.

She makes it to the grocery store. She thinks about what she is
wearing. She knows that she and her purchases will be scrutinized
by other shoppers at the checkout and the grocery clerks. She is
careful about her purchases. The food stamps must last the entire
month.

She would like to shop less frequently, but the children do not
seem to understand that if they eat all the apples today or share
them with their friends, there will be no apples tomorrow. Growing
children, they are always hungry. It seems as if they eat every
thing she buys, no matter how much, an hour after she has un-
packed the groceries!

She is grateful for the financial support she is getting. The food
stamps, the AFDC grant, the educational grant, and especially the
medicaid.

She would have gone under last year had she had to pay the bills
when her son was hospitalized.

She often asks herself why she decided to put herself through
such pain. Will it all be worth it? School is so demanding. Relin-
quishing control of her income and the invasion of her privacy is
demeaning and anxiety producing.

Her self-esteem is affected by the humiliation she feels every
time she encounters a hostile salesclerk or a caseworker who seems
to be saying, "How dare you aspire to such things?" Will she and
her children really benefit from all this emotional upheaval and
strain?

I am pleased to say that it is worth it. Today, I am gainfully em-
ployed. I am proud to say that I am a taxpayer. I am now helping
to pay for other women who are presently going through this. I am
glad I dared to aspire to such things.

My oldest son is now a junior in high school, and he has been
invited to join the National Honor Society. He talks about applying
to Harvard or MIT. My younger son is producing some very fine
drawings and is a natural athlete. And I am presently back in
school to advance my career. Only, this time, my employer is
paying for the tuition. I feel good about myself, proud that I accept-
ed the challenge, and earned it.

I am especially pleased that, by doing this, I set an example for
my children, who are very proud of me and who seem to be striv-
ing to show me that they, too, can do it.

Thank you very much.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Berube follows:]
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Thoughts From a Former Welfare Stuient: If they

want me off welfare why do they make getting a degree so

difficult?"

A student enrolled in a degree program who is receiving public assistance

has two major concerns. First, money--an overriding :ear of losing benefits.

Second. the difficulty of handling multiple tasks while feeling satisfied that

she's achieved her personal measure of success at each.

By definition, the person who has opted for a degree program rat.ter than

the short-term vocational training wants more than a job. She knows that she

is capable of more than learning a specific skill. She wants to open doors

that will enable her to make more money than the typical femnle vocational job

offers. She may even want a career. She say not know specifically which door

that degree should open, but she knows she needs a position that will challenge

her intellect.

Typically. she is a mother. She is a homemaker. She is an ex-wife. She

is a person with her own particular needs.

She has initiative, ambition and a distaste for financial dependence. She

wants more out of life and has come to realize that she's the only person that

she can rely on to get what she wants. Confidence is not even at issue--she is

a driven mean!

She struggles with her priorities. Her children need her love and

attention. Her courses require much time and effort. Her homemaking

chores...food--a necessity: clean clothes and house--nice. but not high on the

list. Then there is the father of her children, and all the emotional
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ramifications of that situation. In addition, her family and friends make

depends on her, but at the same time chastise her for subjecting herself to

unnecessary pressures.

Her children are growing. It she's not careful, she will have missed

their great triunpns and their pains. To what degree is She responsiole for

their academic and extra-curricular achi.vements? How ere they developing

socially? It she could just make the time to listen. She carries an

overriding guilt that she's being selfish and robbing them of appropriate

nurturing. Ana she doesn't want them to leave the nest without having really

enjoyed them.

But she has three papers due and two exams next week. Will that pro:essor

be understanding and give her an extension? She's behind on her reading.

she really contribute something meaningful, something worthy of a passing

grade? She's sure she's bitten off more than she can chew. Her only comfort

is that her counterpart has four papers due and three exams and her child has

chicken pox'

Can

When she gets home from class, she finds a notification in the mall that

her case is up for redetermination and a meeting has been set for next week.

She must have her rent and utilities receipts, her pay stubs, and all other

pertinent data available for inspection. Her checking and savings(?) accounts

and those of her children must be presented. The signature on the notification

is diff^rent! A new case worker! What will thic one be like? Sympathetic tc

her situation or unreasonable and difficult?

The phone ,ings. It": the father of her children. He can't take the kids
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this weekend. He and his new girlfriend are having a party and they feel it

Just wouldn't be appropriate to have the children there. You do understand.

don't you? Besides. Isn't it Cousin Mary's birthday Sunday and didn't you want

to take the children to the birthday party?

She goes to the bathroom. She has her menstrual period again? No--this

is blood clots and she's feeling pain. Call the doctor. He can't see her 'til

next month. But this is an emergency. OK. Come in tomorrow at 4:00. How about

an earlier time? I'll have to get a sitter at 4:00. Sorry, it's the best I can

do. The doctor asks if she's been under any unusual stress. Take it easy, he

says. If the condition persists, call me. She's grateful for her Medicaid

benefits and relieved that hospitalization is not necessary; she has no time

for this.

Unfortunately, the emergency sppointmeM conflicts with the appointment

"Tith the case worker. Will the case worker punish her for tnis? Will her case

be closed? Will she have to re-submit all the intake forma again? The new

date conflicts with her son's baseball game. Fhe must forfeit the game; she

cannot miss this appointment.

Has there been any change in your income since your last assessment? The

case worker is not particularly interested in her expenses or in whether or not

her public assistance is adequate. It costa her $500 every month to provide

housing and clothing. She must be doing something wrong. the case worker

says. The Federal Standards dictate that a single person with two dependents

can provide for th at ,eeds on '300 per month. It always amazes her how she

makes ends meet. On paper. it doesn't work. but sowohow she makes it.
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Does she need fuel assistance? She laughs. This reminds her of what

happened lest year. Conscientious as she is. she went for assistance only when

she had exhausted her personal funds. She went to the location that had been

indicated to apply for heating assistance. The office had been moved to a new

site When she got there, she was told that the office had been moved to yet

another site. She completed all the forma to prove her impoverished status as

directed, even though she had already presented them with verification of her

AFDC status. Then she was told that they would not be able to grant her the

full $750 allotment because the funds had already been allocated for the

season. It seems ironic that the cut-off date for the guaranteed portion of

the fuel assistance allotment is February 28. the height of the heating

season.

Next question--Has she enrolled in the WIN program? No, that's the ET

program. WIN was last year. But I' in school, I can't work too. You've

indicated here that your child is in day care 25 hours a week. If a child is

in day care more than 20 hours per week, the public assistance recipient is

required to register to get a job and to go on interviews. Furthermore. why

does your child need day care for 25 hours when you are taking only two

courses? Yes, the earnings from your job would be deducted from your grant.

but on an incentive scale, of course.

If she works, her child will need to be in the day care center for more

hours. When she figures out the net earnings, considering the additional costs

and the deduction from her public assistance allotment, she would be gaining

70 for every preecious hour she works.

She sighs in exasperation and complains that she already has secured a
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loan to sake ends meet. You have a loan) That consitutes incoae. We'll have

to deduct the amount of your loan from your grant. She gasps] Oh. If you

wish. you can contest this. but it's not likely you will win. The regulation

is pretty clearly stated.

She's in class. Her mind is wandering. What is she going to make for

supper? There's nothing in the refrigerator. She'll have to go shopping. She

starts compiling a list on the corner of her class notes. After class. she

heads for the store. Does she have her food stamps? Its the first day of the

month. She can now buy her food stamps. but during what hours? Will she get

to the store that sells them in time or will she have to wait 'til the

following day?

She's lucky. They stop selling food stamps at 5:00 and it's 4:45. She's

careful to sake sure that the clerk returns her I.D. card. She remembers the

time the clerk didn't return it to her and then couldn't find It when she went

back one hour later to retrieve it. She had to go to the trouble of getting a

temporary paper card only to have the original show up one month later. It had

been turned over to th.: Welfare office by the store that said they didn't have

it.

She makes it to the grocery store. She thinks about what she's wearing.

She knows that she and her purchases will be scrutinized by other shoppers at

the check-out and the grocery clerks. She's careful about her purchases. The

food stamps must last the entire month. She'd like to shop less frequently.

but the children don't seem to understand that if they eat all the apples today

or share them with their friends. there will be no more apples tomorrow.

Growing children. they are always hungry. It seems as if they eat everything



432

she buys, no matter how much, an hour after she's unpacked the groceries!

She is grateful for the financial support she is getting; the food stamps.

the APDC grant, the educational grants and especially the Medicaid. She would

have gone under last year had she had to pay the bills when her son was

hospitalized.

She often asks herself why she has decided to put herself through such

pain Will it all be worth it? School is so demanding. Relinquishing control

of her income and the invasion of her privacy is demeaning and

anxiety-producing. Her self-esteem is affected by the humiliation she feels

every time she encounters a hostile les clerk or o Case worker who seems to

be saying. How dare you aspire to suc.s things? Will she and her children

really benefit from all this emotional upheaval and strain?

I'd like to say that it is worth it. Today I' gainfully employed. It

proud to say that I am a tax-payer. I am now helpirg to pay for other women

who are presently going through this I am glad I dared to aspire to such

things!

My oldest son is now a Junior in high school and he's Just been invited to

join the National Honor Society. He talks about applying to Harvard or M.I.T.

My younger son is producing some very fine drawings and is a natural athlete.

And I' presently back in school to advance ay career. Only this time my

employer is paying for the tuition. I feel good about myself; proud that I

accepted the challenge and earned it. I am especially pleased that, by doing

this. I set an example for my children, who are very proud of me and who seem

to be striving to show me that they, too, can do it.
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Mr. WEISS. Thank you very much, Ms. Berube.
Now, first, let me express my appreciation to all of you for your

patience and perserverance in a 'Long margiing.
Ms. Blank, the administration testified that some States are

meeting child care needs by requiring workfare participants to
become child care providers.

Do you have any information on what these programs do to pro-
vide satisfactory training for the workfare participants?

Ms. BLANK. It does not sound like the Idaho project does. I have
not had a chance recently to talk with a child care provider I know
who is supposedly training a group to be family day care providers
in South Carolina.

She was concerned because she was the only provider in the
State who ran any sort of family day care system. She was con-
cerned that in other parts of the State, there was not that kind of
support for the women doing family day care.

She was also concerned that these women lived in very poor
housing, and she did not believe that the houses would come up to-
code to meet the family day care licensing programs

So, even though I have not talked to her recently, our early con-
versation indicated that the kind of training and continual support
was not going to be there.

Mr. WEISS. This is to you and Ms. Breen. Much of the discussion
on child care fcr working women focuses on care for children under
6. Could you discuss the need for availability of supervised after
school care for older children?

Ms. &mix. I think we have a national disaster on our hands
Both ends of the spectrum infant care and school age child care.

If you look at studies that come out of resource and referral pro-
grams which help families find child care, the two services most
frequently cited as unmet needs are infant care and school age
child care.

The estimates are extraordinary. The experts estimate that any-
where from 5 to 15 million children are home alone after school.
Conservative estimates are that 5 to 7 million are alone. It is hard
to pin this down because parents are hesitant to admit where they
are leaving their children alone.

One of the things that concerns us is that the school age child
care service that is developing is very middle class. There is not
much subsidy money available in most States. Because title XX is
such a shrinking pot, it is only $200 million more than it was in
1976. States have invested their child care money in younger chil-
dren.

Last year, Congress passed a very limited billa $20 million
school age resource and Federal block grant. The funds can only be
used for startup costs. In a supplemental appropriations bill, the
Senate included $5 million to be divided among these two services.

Only two States provide direct support for school age child care.
New York last year approved $300,000 for startup costs and Indi-
ana this year passed a model pilot school age bill providing
$270,000 that can be used for operating costs and prioritizes low-
income children.

The Governor of California vetoed a $60 million school age bill
last year and is threatening to veto a new version once again. We
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have a big problem. We have another problem in terms of the fact
that we have to get parents used to using school age child care
once a program is in place. If you have left your child home alone,
you often, regardless of income, do not make the leap and take the
extra time to pick up your child after school or drop your child off
in the morning.

I believe we must get school age child care established for very
young school age children so it becomes instinctive for families.

Mr. WEISS. Ms. Breen?
Ms. BREEN. It is not entirely true that States are not funding

after school child care, but, for example, what Minnesota is doing
in the Sliding Fee Child Care Program to be used by whoever re-
ceives it for whatever child care is needed, if what they need is
after school child care, that is whatand they are eligible for the
sliding fee subsidythen that is what they get.

What we hear are two things. One, that infant child care is hor-
rendously expensive, and many low-income parents cannot, simply
cannot afford it. There is also not much infant care available.

The latchkey programs are expensive also. Those are, I think,
the middle-class programs that Helen was describing. Those are ex-
pensive, but the subsidy money is available in the Sliding Fee Pro-
gram based on eligibility, and then the money is used, goes to the
providers that the individual uses.

So, it is available. It is simply not adequate. It is just not suffi-
cient.

Ms. BLANK. Even though it is technically available, school age
children come at the bottom of the priority list.

Mr. WETS. Again, there is evidence in both of your statements
that some States are providing extensive child care services to low-
income women. These efforts are to be commended, but I am con-
cerned that Federal policies seek to shift more an more of that
burden on the States.

Do you agree, and do you think that the States can accommodate
the growing need for child care?

Ms. BREEN. Well, I can tell you that the loss of title XX dollars
in child care in Minnesota has never been made up. What the
State is appropriating does not. I do not have the figuresI did not
bring with me numbers on what the dollars were, but I know that
we have never picked up the loss in the title XX money.

So, the answer isI do not see how they can. I thought that Min-
nesota made a huge effort, as I said, by appropriating $10 million,
but we estimated the need at $43 million. So, I realistically would
have probably seen to it that $43 million had been appropriated.

I just do not think that will happen. I do not thinkand I do not
think thatsure, the money is there. I mean, there is money. We
have a surplus at the moment. We are getting a big tax cut, but I
do not think that money is going to get appropriated.

Ms. BLANK. I think it is just like what we have said in general
about some of the President's plans. It depends on what State you
live in. Even the most generous States such as New York which
added $10 million for low-income working families are not coming
close to meeting the need. New York outside New York City lost
8,400 to 12,000 children between 1981 and 1983. If you live in Lou-
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isiana, you have that waiting list that I spoke about and the State
has an almost nonexistent child care system.

In Idaho, it is interesting to hear the administration talk about
welfare. They provide no child care to low-income working parents
who are not on AFDC, have no other special support for child care,
and do not make licensing mandatory. New Mexico, which tried to
expand its income eligibility scale last year, found it had to cut
back eligibility poverty level. This year it was forced to close admis-
sions for a good part of 1 year for child care.

Every several months, Louisville, KY, closes admissions for work-
ing parents and only allows children who need child care for pro-
tective service purposes to enter the system. So, it depends on what
State you live in.

This year, Massachusetts had a lot of child care activity. Minne-
sota and Ohio added some child care money. Probably two-thirds of
the States still made little or no progress. I think unless the Feder-
al Government helps out, we are not going to see the kind of
system we need.

Mr. WEISS. Ms. Dunkle and Ms. Berube, the idea of women on
welfare successfully completing college runs counter to many per-
ceptions that we have about AFDC recipients.

How do you suggest that we formulate Federal policy that pro-
motes making college opportunities available to women who are
currently receiving public assistance?

Ms. DUNKLE. I think hearings like this are certainly a good start.
There are also other efforts that are happening now. For example,
the American Association of University Women has a publication I
have attached to appendix C, a policy brief on women and student
financial aid which talks about women's ability to get student fi-
nancial aid and how responsive student financial aid is to the
needs of women. This policy brief specifically discusses the disin-
centives to AFDC women to pursuing a postsecondary education.

Now, this kind of information is just the start. I think we need
more information about the effect of increased education for low-
income women, the effect on them, and the effect on their children.
The data base there is very weak and, with the decreased data col-
lection by this administration, it is becoming even weaker.

We need information about, for example, what happens to the
children of female-headed families and children of women on
AFDC with an eye toward breaking the cycle of poverty and in-
creasing economic self-sufficiency. Additional education is a way of
breaking that cycle.

Right now, the people who collect this data on student aid recipi-
ents and college students do not even krow how many students
come from female-headed families, much less how many of them
come from families where the mothers were AFDC recipients.
Beyond that, we do not know how many of the children from low-
income female-headed families that have the ability to pursue a
postsecondary education do not do so because of lack of educational
opportunities, lack of information and lack of money. The higher
the income level, the more likely a person is to pursue a postsec-
ondary education, even when you are looking at equally qualified
people.
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The hypothesis, which I think is right, but we have no informa-tion to show that, is that students from female-headed householdsare disproportionately receiving Pell grants when they do go to col-lege and disproportionately do not go to college.So, hearings like this, that can start to ask some of those ques-tions, and pulling on existing data bases to answer those questionswould be very useful.
I have searched high and low for lots of this information, evencalling up the people who collect the data. One of them that con-ducts a survey of freshmen college students, when I talked withthem, said: "Well, that is a good question. I never thought aboutthat before, about the number of children in college who camefrom female-headed families." These researchers were going to tryto change the questions they ask to start to get a closer approxima-tion of this.

At least some of this information could be available through ex-isting data sources, like the High School and Beyond Study, but theanalyses are costly to do and groups like ours do not have the re-sources at this point to do it. So, good, factual information is, Ithink, very useful for coming up with informed policies.Mr. WEISS. Thank you.
Ms. Berube, do you want to add anything?
Ms. BERUBE. No.
Mr. WEISS. Thank you. Dr. Weinbaum, can you tell us a littlemore about the program you run in New York City? For example,how many young women do you serve, where do you get your fund-ing, what your success, however you define it, has been to date?Dr. WEINBAUM. OK. Well, thewe serve 40 young women eachyear, and we have only run it for 1 year. So, it is difficult at thispoint to talk about success. I can tell you about the first group thatcompletesof that group, of those who finished, and we did notnot everybody who was enrolled finished.

We were able to place, either in an educational placement or allin training or related jobs, every single person but one that had aserious health problem. And, in the period that we followed upwith them, all but one of them has retained those jobs.But, I think that the most important thing is that there aretheseI mean, it is not the only program. When I developed it, Ilooked at final reports and so forth from a number of programs allover the country. There is one in Texas, there was one in Boston,that has been funded. These programs tend to have a history of,you know, maybe 2 years private funding, maybe some State fund-ing, something like that. No rigorous evaluation. They fade out andthat is the end of them, and I guess what I am concerned about isthat somebodyand, there arethere now is a publication onthese programs that is "The Time of Transition," which is put outby the National Child Labor Committee, that looks at these pro-grams around the country.
Let us take a look at them. Let us rigorously evaluate them. Youcannot really tell what the success rate is after you have run a pro-gram for 1 year because really you need 1 year to get the kinks outof your program and really get it running smoothly, and then usethis information to begin to influence publicly-funded programs.
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My program is funded by three private foundations, the New
York Foundation, the New York Community Trust and the Public
Welfare Foundation here in Washington, and by the New York
City Youth Bureau.

And, they have been sufficiently impressed with the local success
rate to refund it for the following year. I mean, both in terms of
the retention rate and the placement rate. These are considered
good rates in terms of youth employment programs.

Mr. WEISS. Thank you all very much. We are just about ready to
terminate today's hearing. So, if any of you have anything further
that you want to add. Yes?

Dr. WEINBAUM. Yes. One question was asked about the route of
teen pregnancy by Mrs. Boxer, I think, and I think in one of the
questions, the study was alluded to that was put out by the Allan
Guttmacher Institute on the differences in the teen pregnancy rate
and child bearing rate in the United States and in other industrial-
ized developed countries that are similar to ours economically and
culturally and so forth.

And, I think this is a very important study because, first of all,
iour rate so far exceeds any other country. I mean it is something

like 96 per 1,000 as opposed to the closest one which is something
like 43 per 1,000, and among white teenagers, it is 83 per 1,000.

So, it is not a question of race either, and in most of these coun-
tries, there are more generous welfare payments. In all of these
countries, I think there are more generous welfare payments than
we have in this country. So, certainly the cause is not the level of
welfare spending, and what seems to be most important in making
a difference in these countriesoh, and their abortion rates are
lower than in this country, and what seems to be most important
in making a difference in what was mentioned, the accessibility of
birth control, the confidentiality surrounding it, and the availabilty
of sex education in schools.

These seem to be very important factors. So, I think that that
study is an extremely important one in looking at the picture.
Which is not to down play the whole issue of making options avail-
able for young women in general in school and so forth, but I think
specifically zero in on the whole question of sex education and con-
traceptives.

Mr. WEISS. Good. Well, I want to thank you all again very, very
much. The subcommittee will stand in recess. As soon as I express
my appreciation to our staff, Ms. Gorham, Ms. Steinmetz, and Ms.
Morrison, who worked over this past weekend in order to prepare
for this hearing.

We will resume tomorrow when we will hear testimony about ex-
emplary programs operating at the State and local levels and how
Federal policies enhance the programs.

The hearing will open with testimony from Governor Michael
Dukakis of Massachusetts, followed by witnesses from a number of
other States.

For those interested in more information about tomorrow's hear-
ing, the witness list should be available.

I want to thank all of today's witnesses for their excellent testi-
mony, for their patience and perserverance. The hearing record
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will remain open for 30 days for additional material, and the sub-
committee now stands adjourned until tomorrow morning at 9:30.

Thank you very, very much.
[Whereupon, at 2:12 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon-

vene at 9:30 a.m., Wednesday, July 10, 1985.]
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BARRIERS TO SELF-SUFFICIENCY FOR SINGLE
FEMALE HEADS OF FAMILIES

WEDNESDAY, JULY 10, 1985

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS

AND HUMAN RESOURCES Suscomattrrzz
OF THE COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS,

Washington, DC.
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 9:35 a.m., in room

2203, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Ted Weiss (chairman of
the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Ted Weiss, John Conyers, Jr., Robert S.
Walker, John G. Rowland, and Richard K. Armey.

Also present: James R. Gottlieb, staff director; Lucy S. Gorham,
and Susan Steinmetz, professional staff members; Gwendolyn S.
Black, secretary; and Martha Morrison, minority professional staff,
Committee on Government Operations.

Mr. WEISS. Good morning. The Intergovernmental Relations and
Human Resources Subcommittee is now in session. If you all will
find your seats, we can begin.

This morning we will begin the second day of hearings on ways
to enable single mothers and their families to escape poverty and
dependence on welfare.

There is no question that more and more women are raising chil-
dren alone. Vast numbers of these families are struggling to sur-
vive. And by 1990, it is expected that one child in four will live in a
single parent household.

All of our witnesses who testified at yesterday's hearing agreed
that most women on AFDC desire to become economically inde-
pendent. But many women face seemingly insurmountable barriers
which make economic independence an impossibility.

As Government policymakers, it is our responsibility to do what-
ever we can to remove these barriers, and to develop the range of
options and supports that enable women to make this important
transition to self-sufficiency. To do this, we must first fully under-
stand the parameters of this problem and develop policies which
maximize opportunities for women and their children to become
truly self-sufficient.

There are no magical solutions to this problem. Women in pover-
ty face serious obstaclesinadequate child care, restricted access to
education and training, and limited opportunities for better paying
jobs that allow them to provide a future for their children. Far-
sighted and informed thinking must guide our responsesanything

(439)
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less will seriously shortchange these women and children, and our
Nation as a whole.

While the statistics are ominous, today's hearing will demon-
strate that we have reason for hope. Across the country, there are
some innovative State and local programs that are making a differ-
ence in the lives and futures of thousands of women. Their ap-
proaches are not all alike, but they share the premise that pro-
grams must be tailored to the individual needs and circumstances
of the women they serve. Leaders at the State and local level have
demonstrated ingenuity and commitment in the structuring of pro-
grams which provide a comprehensive array of options and support
services.

But while many State and local programs have achieved some
success, inadequate resources have restricted our ability to reach,
in an appropriate way, all those who need assistance. Yesterday's
witnesses also expressed strong concerns about the new administra-
tion proposal which- would further restrict already limited re-
sources, limit State flexibility, and require unrealistic and unwise
participation rates in these programs.

Today the subcommittee will receive important information
about a number of innovative programs which will teach us much
about what works, and what does not. Our witnesses have all been
directly involved in employment, training, and job creation initia-
tives. I look forward to their testimony, and to working with thein
to formulate Federal policies which support these efforts.

We have a very busy session on the floor of the House, as well as
other committees in session, so the members of the subcommittee
will be coming in and out as this hearing proceeds.

We have with us, at this point, Mr. Armey, a colleague from
Texas. If you have an opening statement to make, I would be pleased
to have you do so at this point.

Mr. ARMY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. First, I would like to ex-
press my regret at not having been able to be here yesterday.

Some duties I had prevented me from being here. This is an im-
portant area and I did have a prepared statement that I had hoped
to make yesterday and I wonder if I could have it entered into the
record prior to yesterday's testimony?

Mr. WEISS. Without objection, that will be done.
Our first panel of witnesses will include the distinguished Gover-

nor from the State of Massachusetts, Hon. Michael Dukakis, who
will be accompanied by Dawn Lawson, Rosemarie Acevedo, Thomas
Hourihan, and Gilbert A. Barrett, Jr.

I want to thank all of you for the effort you have made to be
here today. Governor, rumor has it that you hosted a talk show so I
will put the introduction of the panel in your hand. If you will all
come to the yr' tness table, we will let you begin when you are
ready. And at i ie outset, I want to again extend my welcome to
you and commend you on the program which has received, justifi-
ably, such positive national attention.
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STATEMENT OF MICHAEL S. DUKAKIS, GOVERNOR,
COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

Mr. DUKAKIS. Chairman Weiss and subcommittee members,
thank you for this opportunity to appear before you today and tell
you about a very successful and exciting program we have begun in
Massachusettsthe ET Choices Program.

I am going to try to keep my statement to you as brief as possi-
ble because in Rosemarie Acevedo and Dawn Lawson, and Tom
Hourihan and Gil Barrett, we have four of the people that really
have made this program work and have made it one of the great
successes in Massachusetts. I am going to try to describe, briefly, to
you what it is and ask them to give you their thoughts about why
it has worked so well and their role in it. Then we will be happy to
take questions from you.

First, let me tell you a little bit about them. Dawn Lawson, who
is to my right and your left, is a 27-year-old mother. She was on
welfare for 6 years before she entered the program. She has one
son, Brian, who is with us and just took his first plane trip. He is a
very exciting part of this. Today she works as a secretary for the
Norton Co. where Tom Hourihan, who is to my left and yrr right,
serves as vice president for human resources, and is also the chair-
man of our statewide job training council under JTPA.

Rosemarie Acevedo is the mother of two. She was on welfare fog
3 years. She received job placement help through ET and is now a
claims analyst at the Fallon Community Health Plan, a rapidly
growing HMO in the Worcester area, which is one of our oldest and
best HMO's.

And, Gil Barrett, who is at the end of the table is the vice presi-
dent of finance and administration at K&M Electronics, Inc., a com-
pany in West Springfield with approximately 600 employees in the
high-tech area that has been an employer of some of our ET par-
ticipants. I think it was Gil who said to me at one point,"If you
have any more ET folks, send them over to us. They are some of
our best workers." And he will tell you about that in a minute.

I would also commend to you, when you have a chance, this
rather attractive, I think, and interesting summary of the program
which we have given to you. It contains a good deal of information
that will be discussed today and tells you about what has happened
and why there has been such success.

Mr. Weiss. Without objection, we will include that in the record.
[See page 451.]
Mr. DUKAKIS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. In Massachusetts we

are working very hard to create a society of opportunity for all in
every community and for every one of our citizens. And now, with
the lowest unemployment rate in the Nation, a healthy and ex-
panding economy, and a surging spirit of entrepreneurship and in-
novation, we in Massachusetts are not only trying to create materi-
al riches, but, importantly, are attempting to expand opportunities
for all of our citizens.

ET is perhaps the most important tool we have in building this
society of opportunity for all. Its success is especially pleasing and
noteworthy because it comes in an area of public policywork and
welfarewhere solutions have eluded well-intentioned policymak-

. L.
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ers for a very long time. My friend Hale Championwho I thi
all of you knowthe Under Secretary of what was then HEW
during the Carter administrationlikes to call the issue of work
and welfare "the Middle East of Domestic Politics," and I

aIn my first term as Governor between 1975 and 1979,fretrred a
mandatory workfare program with what, I think, can only be de-
gcribed as "less than notable" success. We failed to place as many
people in employment as we had hoped and, of those we did place,
only about one-third lasted in their jobs more than a month. My
successor tried a somewhat different approach, also a mandatory
workfare program, and once again the results were clisapRontmg.

So today, we are trying something very different. It is ET, it is
working and working very well. Let me tell you just how well.

Nearly 17,000 public assistance recipients have successfully com-
pleted this program and gone on to find full- or part-time employ-
ment. All of the jobs are unsubsidized, and most of them are in the
private sector.

Those finding full-time jobs are earning, on average, double what
they were receiving on public assistance and most, almost 79 per-
cent, are receiving employer-provided health care coverage. In fact,
Dawn and Rosemarie are making three times what they were re-
ceiving when they were on welfare.

These workers are staying on their jobs. Our retention rate after
30 days is over 85 percent and I think that retention rate is almost
unprecedented in programs of this kind.

In addition to the 17,000 satisfied customers of the ET Program
who are now working, we have 20,000 participants waiting to get
into the program. Twenty thousand people on public assistance
want to get into the program and they are waiting to cpialify and
to be enrolled.

The business community in our State has been extremely sup-
portive. Over 4,000 businesses, banks, high-tech firms, manufactur-
ers, and hospitals among them, have hired our well-trained, highly
motivated ET graduates.

And taxpayers are receiving dividends as well. We have brought
our welfare caseload in Massachusetts to its lowest level in 12
years. With net savings of $3,000 per placement, we will have saved
taxpayers some $50 million in welfare benefits in less than 2 years.

Mr. Chairman, as you know, about $25 million of that amount
comes from the Federal Treasury. So every dollar we save is 50
cents off the deficit and we are very proud of that as well. I think
it says something for the wise investment of Federal WIN dollars
as well as State funds which we are investing in the program.

These statistics alone, however, do not do justice to the ET Pro-
gram for it is the human face of ET which most eloquently docu-
ments its success. I have met with dozens of ET participants from
all parts of our State and the change in their self-worth and their
self-esteem and their feelings abut themselves and about their
families and about their futures is a remarkable thh g to experi-
ence. Dawn and Rosemarie will tell you far better thaii I what this
program has meant to their lives and the lives of so many others in
the Commonwealth.

Before they do, however, let me briefly outline for you how we
have been able to achieve such impressive results and bring hope
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and opportunity to the families of some of our most disadvantaged
citizens.

First, as the name ET Choices implies, participants have an op-
portunity to choose from a number of program options to select the
one which best suits their individual needs. ET participants may
choose assessment and career counseling, education and skills
training, on-the-job training through supported work, and job place-
ment through our employment service. This range of options allows
for development of an employment and training plan tailored to
the specific needs of each of our ET participants.

Second, the ET approach recognizes something that should be ob-
vious to all of us, and that is that not all welfare recipients are job
ready. Some need additional training and skills to make it in the
work force. Thus, a critical component of the ET approach is pro-
viding necessary education and skills training to those that need it.
More than half of all ET participants have chosen this option, and,
either through adult basic education, community college or direct
skills training, have gone on to improve not only their basic skills
but to acquire technical skills as well.

A third, and often overlooked element in employment and train-
ing strategies, which has been central to the success of ET is the
provision of necessary support services, particularly day care.

Mr. Chairman, I cannot emphasize this point too much. The lack
of quality, affordable day care can prove a serious barrier for many
women who otherwise want to work. In Massachusetts, with the
help of a supportive legislature, we have greatly expanded the op-
portunities for day care, targeting significant resources to partici-
pants in our ET Program and by so doing have provided the oppor-
tunity for employment and self-sufficiency to many women. It is
this provision of day care which has brought into the program

WIN6,000 mothers with children under the age of 6 who under the
legislation are not even required to register for the program.

These are not the only ingredients for success, to be sure. We
have had the benefit of a healthy economy and an aggressive State
ecoromic development effort which is encouraging growth in all re-
gions of the State. We have had past experiences from which to
learn. We have had a visionary and supportive legislature which
has allowed us to complement the WIN funding which we depend
on with well-targeted State resources. We are using a private
sector management model which includes numerical goals, mana-
gerial incentives, and competition between agencies and offices. We
even have a welfare commissioner who is married to our employ-
ment security commissioner. Not an inconsiderable advantage, I
can assure you.

Encouraged by our success, we have set ambitious goals for our
ET Program-50,000 public assistance recipients into jobs and a net
savings of $150 million in welfare benefits over 5 years. We have
now begun to expand the ET approach to other segments of socie-
tygeneral relief recipients, the handicapped, ex-offenders, refu-
geeswho can use the type of helping hand which ET provides.

We will not reach these goals, however, without the continued
support and cooperation of the Federal Government. It is ironic
that at the same time that Massachusetts plans to expand its em-
ployment and training program, House-Senate budget conferees are
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debating whether or not to continue the WIN Program, which has
been a vital source of funding of our successful efforts. As the Mas-
sachusetts example illustrates, it is just this sort of investment in
people which makes good economic sensein terms of increased
productivity and welfare savingsand which makes good social
sense in terms of the people it helps and the new found hope it pro-
vides their families.

I hope, and I know, that you will listen closely to what my fellow
citizens from Massachusetts have to say this morning. Their stories
provide the best possible evidence of the value of this program and
the need for continued support for it from the Congress and from
the administration.

And, before introducing them, Mr. Chairman, let me simply add
that the WIN money that we use for this program represents ap-
proximately 25 percent of our total investment in the ET Program.
On the other hand, you are getting 50 percent of the savings that
we realize so this is a very, very good deal for our Federal Govern-
ment and for all of you who are helping us.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Dukakis with attachment fol-
lows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF Gov. MICHAEL S. DUKAKIS

Chairman Weiss and Subcommittee members, thank you for this

opportunity to appear before you today and tell you about a

very successful and exciting program we have begun in

Massachusetts -- the Employment and Training CHOICES program --

ET. I as very pleased to have with me today four people who

can provide you with first-hand experiences of the value and

success of ET. Two are graduates of the ET program, Dawn

Lawson and Rosemarie Acevedo, and Tom Hourihan, Vice President

for Human Resources at the Norton Company in Worcester, and

Chairman of the JTPA State Jobs Training Coordinating Council,

and Gil Barrett, Vice President for Administration, K & M

Electronics in Springfield, are employers who can share with

you the value of this program from a businessman's perspective.

In Massachusetts we are working very hard to create a society

of "opportunity for all" in every community and for every

citizen. John Kennedy set the course for us a quarter century

ago when he said, "All our material riches will avail us little

if we do not use them to expand the opportunities for all our

people." And now, with the lowest unemployment rate in the

nation, a healthy and expanding economy, and a surging spirit

of entrepreneurship and innovation, we in Massachusetts are not

only creating material riches, but, importantly, expanding

opportunities for all our people.

ET is perhaps the most important tool we have in building

this society of opportunity for all.
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Its success is especially rluasing and noteworthy because it

comes in an area of public policy -- work and welfare -- where

solutions have eluded well-intentioned policymakers for a very

long time. My friend Hale Champion -- now Executive Dean of

the Kennedy School and formerly Undersecretary of HHS for

President Carter -- calls the issue of work and welfare "the

Mideast of Domestic Politics." I agree.

In my first tern as Governor we tried mandatory workfare with

less than notable success. We failed to place as many people

in employment as we had hoped and of those we did place, only

about one-third lasted in their jobs for more then one month.

My successor tried a somewhat different approach to mandatory

workfare, and once again the results were disappointing.

Today, in Massachusetts, we are trying something very different

-- ET. It is working, and working well.

Let me tell you just how well:

--Nearly 17,000 public assistance recipients have successfully

completed this program and gone on to find full or part-time

employment; all of the jobs arm --,nsubsidized and most are in

the private sector;

--Those finding full-time jobs are earning, on average,

double what they were receiving on public assistance and most

-- almost 70% -- are receiving employer-provided health care

coverage;
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--these workers are staying in their jobs; our retention rate

after 30 days is over 858;

- -in addition to the 17,000 satisfied customers of the ET

program who are now working, we have 20,000 more participants

waiting to get into the program;

- -the business community seems supportive -- over 4,000

businesses -- banks, h_yh tech firms, manufacturers, and

hospitals among them -- have hired our well-trained, highly

motivated ET graduates;

- -and taxpayers are receiving dividends as well: we have

brought our welfare caseload tc its lowest level in twelve

years and, with net savings of $3,000 per placement, saved

Massachusetts taxpayers some $50 million in welfare benefits in

less than two years.

These statistics alone, however, do not do justice to the ET

program for it is the human face of ET which most eloquently

documents its success. I have met with dozens of our ET

participants from all parts of our state and the change in self

worth and self esteem; in their feelings about themse] ts and

their futures is a remarkable thing to experience. Dawn and

Rosemarie will tell you far better than I ever could what the

program has meant to their lives and the lives of so many

others in the Commonwealth.
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Before they do, however, let me briefly outline for you how

we have been able to achieve such impressive results and bring

hope and opportunity to the families of some of our most

disadvantaged citizens.

First, as the name ET CHOICES implies, participants have an

opportunity to choose from a number of program options to

select the one which best suits their individual needs. ET

participants may choose assessment and career counseling,

education and skills training, on-the-job training through

supported work, and job placement through our Division of

Employment Security. This range of options ar-vs for

development of an employment and training plan tailored to the

specific needs of each ET participant.

Second, the ET approach recognizes that not all welfare

recipients are job ready. Some need additional training and

skills to make it in the workforce. Thus, a critical comporent

of the ET approach is providing necessary education and skills

training to thosts that need it. More than half of all ET

participants have chosen this option and, either through adult

basic education, community college or direct skills training,

have gone on to improve not only their basic skills but to

acquire technical skills as well.
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A third, and often overlooked element in employment and

training strategies, which has been central to the success of

ET is the provision of necessary support services, particularly

day care. The lack of quality, affordable day care can prove a

serious barrier for many women who otherwise want to work. In

Massachusetts, with the help of a supportive legislature, we

have greatly expanded the opportunities for day care, targetins

significant resources to participants in our ET program and by

so doing have provided the opportunity for employment and

self-sufficiency to many women. It is this provision of day

care which has brought into the program 6,000 mother. with

children under age six who under the WIN legislation are not

even required to register for the program.

These are not the only ingredients for success, to be sure.

We have had the benefit of a healthy economy and an aggressive

state economic development effort which is encouraging growth

in all regions of the state. We have had past experiences from

which to learn. We have had a visionary and supportive

legislature which has allowed us to complement the WIN funding

which we depend on with well-targeted state resources. We are

using a private sector management model which includes

numerical goals, managerial incentives, and competition between

agencies and offices. And we even have a Welfare Commissioner

who is married to our Employment Security Commissioner.
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Encouraged by our success, I have set ambitious goals for our

ET program -- 50,000 public assistance recipients into jobs and

a net savings of *150 million in welfare benefits over five

years. And we have begun to expand the ET approach to other

segments of society -- general relief recipients, the

handicapped, ex-offenders, refugees -- who can use the type of

helping hand which ET provides.

We will not reach these goals, however, without the continued

support and cooperation of the federal government. It is

ironic that at the same time that Massachusetts plans to expand

its employment and training program, House-Senate budget

conferees are debating whether or not to continue the WIN

program, which has been a vital source of funding of our

successful efforts. As the Massachusetts example illustrates,

it is just this sort of investment in people which makes good

economic sense -- in terms of increased productivity and

welfare savings -- and which makes good social sense in terms

of the people it helps and the new found hope it provides their

families.

Please listen closely to what my fellow citizens from

Massachusetts have to say this morning. Their stories provide

the best possible evidence of the value of this program and the

need for continued support for it from the Congress and the

Administration. Thank you.
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EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING CHOICES

COMPKIMIEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

MICHAEL S. OUKAKIS. GOVERNOR

BACKGROUND

Employment and Training Choices is Massachusetts' employment program for
people on public assistance.

The program is known as ET.

ET began in October of 1983.

ET RESULTS

17,000 people have gotten full and part -time jobs.

The average yearly salary is $9.800 for those who choose full-time work.
(The average yearly welfare grant is $4,440.)

All the jobs are unsubsidized. most are in the private sftor.

Over two thirds of the jobs provide health insurance.

After 30 days, 85% of the employees are still working.

ET has saved taxpayers $50 million in welfare benefits.

Massachusetts' welfare caseload is at a twelve year low.

ET PROGRAM

ET participants may choose:

- assessment and career counseling
- education and skills training
- on-the-job training through supported work
- job placement through the Division of Employment Security

Daycare and transportation allowances are available to all ET participants.

ET EMPL3YERS

More than 4,000 Massachusetts firms hired ET participants.

Employers have stated publicly that they have hired ET participants
because they are well trained and highly motivated.
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EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING CHOICES
PROGRAM GOALS

Piece 50,000 Welfare Recipients Into Jobs

Reduce Welfare Dependency

Save 150 Million Tax Dollars

CHART 1
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PROGRAM CHOICES SY ET PARTICIPANTS

Job Development
and Placement

45%

Vocational
Education

7%

Adult Basic
Education

11%

Community
College

14%

Skills
Training

15%

Note: In addition, 15% of these ET participants also chose Assessment and Career Planning.
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ET FULL TIME PLACEMENTS
COMPARED TO ALL JOBS BY

PERCENTAGE AND HOURLY WAGE

ET CHOICES

Average Penzentage
Hourly Wage of Jobe Occupation

$4.64 2%
4.41 3
5.66 4

4.48 5

6.81 7

6.G6 8

5.51 8

4.14 12

4.55 13

4.48 18

5.01 21

arming, Fishing, Forestry
CT.,
Transportation

Processing

Professional/Managerial

Construction

Machine Trades

Packing/Handling

Benchwork

Service

Clerical

CHART 5

AUangsgangf__
Average Percentage

Hourly Wage of Jobs

$4.13 5%
3.61 11
5.48 3
4.34 3

10.48 7

6.67 8

5.35 7

4.18 15

4.84 6

3.95 19

4.09 19

'Note: Placements representedare from Diviticn of Employment Security Job Development and PlacementSeMces u.dy, wage rates are taken at 30 days after placement.
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CHART 6

ET: FIRST 18 MONTHS RESULTS

53,000
Registrants

35,000
Participants

14,325
Entered Employment

85%
Retained job

for at least 30 days
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CHART 7

ET J03 FINDERS BY GENDER
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INCOME WELFARE VS. WAGES, 1985

10.000

6.000

$$,390

6.000

Average Food
Stamp Grant

$1,920

4,000 1.

Amigo
AFDC
&int

$4,440

$10,700

I Food Stamps
$900

Income
from

Avows
ET

FuRdmo
Job

$9,300



CHART 9

EFFECT OF ET
ON THE AFDC CASELOAD
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AFDC CASELOAD TRENDS
JAN. 1983 TO JAN. 1985
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CHART 11

TEN LARGEST WELFARE STATES
AFDC CASELOAD AND UNEMPLOYMENT TRENDS

JANUARY, 1983 TO JANUARY, 1985

0

STATE

Texas
Wisconsin
Ohio
Illinois
California
New York
Michigan
New Jersey
Pennsylvania
Massachusetts

AFDC
CASELOAD

CHANGE

+ 13.0%
+ 11.6%
+ 10.0%
+ 3.7%
+ 2.3%
+ 2.0%

2.7%
4.3%
6.8%
9.6%

UNEMPLOYMENT
RATE CHANGE

(percentage points)

1.6
5.6
5.9
3.7
3.7
2.6
5.1

2.3
6.3
4.1

Source: Massachusetts Department of Public Welfare
Office of Research, PlanninC and Evaluation

and
Massachusetts Division of Empioyment Security
Office of Flesesch, Planning and Evaluation
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CHART 12

CUMULATIVE ET SAVINGS

July 1,
1985

Oct.
198

$150 million
50,000 Placements

$50 million

Note: Estimated net savings per placement: $3,000.
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Mr. WEISS. Thank you, Governor. We will hold all questioning
until the entire panel has testified.

Mr. DUKA1US. Let me begin with Tom Hourihan, who, as I point-
ed out, is the chairman of our JTPA statewide council and who has
been deeply involved in this effort. He is also the vice president for
human resources in one of our best companies. Tom, ET is differ-
ent Most of these jobs are in the private sector and you and Gil
and your companies have been very deeply involved. All of these
jobs have been unsubsidized and my sense is that the private sector
likes ET. What is the difference?

STATEMENT OF THOMAS HOURIIIAN, VICE PRESIDENT, HUMAN
RESOURCES, NORTON CO.

Mr. HOURMAN. Well, I think first and foremost, the program
works. I think it works beyond a shadow of a doubt. I would like to
step back for a minute and say that while we are a Massachusetts-
based corporation we are in a number of other States, including
Taxes; we are in Brownsville, Steamy: lle, Bryant, Houston, and
Dallas.

My reason for mentioning that is I think this program really rep-
resents a national model. Specifically, let me answer your question;
"why does it work?" To be brief, and I cannot emphasize this any
more, the program has to be voluntary. Let me put it to you this
way as an employer from the private sector. We do not want people
who do not want us. We do not want people who do not want to be
there. We do not want people who are forced into our employment
office.

We want people who want to be there and it makes no sense to
me and it has no dignity and self-respect to tell people, AFDC re-
cipients or anybody else, that you have to go to Norton Co. or to
K&M Electronics or anywhere else. In other words, we want a mar-
riage where people want to be there and we want them. I think it
is terribly important to maintain the voluntary aspects of the pro-
gram because, as you cited, you end your predecessor's program
workfarewhatever you want to call it, simply did not work.

It reminds me of the draft in the service. You know the morale
of draftees. I think point two, as an employer, we get people who
have been assessed through the program. Their attitudes have been
assessed.

We get trained people. When you think of that from an employ-
er's standpoint, it saves us recruiting costs, it saves us training
costs and to go back to my first point, we get people who want to
be at Norton Co., or any of the other 4,000 employers in Massachu-
setts who will employ recipients.

I think the next point that is terribly important, which you have
talked about, is the retention ratean 85-percent retention rate.
Our retention rate is 100 percent at this stage of the game.

We have been modest in this respect but we intend to allocate a
certain number of cur jobs in the future toward this program be-
cause we cannot fmd any better employees. Dawn, I do not mean to
embarrass you but the other daymy office is two doors away from
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the president's officeshe was filling in for the secretary of the
company's president. The CEO, president of the Norton Co., a For-
tune 500 company, and he has enough confidence in Dawn to ask
her to fill in for his secretary. And you are simply just not going to
do that with people who cannot do the job.

So she has come from being a person on welfareAFDC recipi-
entto the point where we have the kind of confidence where we
can put her anywhere in the company and she represents us well.

The last point I would like to make as a taxpayer, is that you
have to invest something to get a return. We know that in busi-
ness, and we certainly know it in taxes.

Just let me say, there is an old cliche, "if it ain't broke, don't fix
it." Well, for God's sake, this program "ain't broke, it works and do
not try to fix it by cutting the guts colt of the program."

Mr. DUKAKIS. Let me try to clarify just one point that Tom made.
Obviously, we would never expect an employer to take somebody or
even to consider somebody who did not come to them trained, moti-
vated and ready to work.

We think we have that responsibility before we ask an employer
like Norton or any other company to do that. Obviously, however,
in the administration of the program, we require registration as we
should and we must, and then present this range of choices to the
participants. So, in that sense, we are mandating. But when it
comes to actual placement, given this range of choices, our view
isas Tom has pointed outwe cannot ask companies to take
people that are being forced on them.

There has to be a marriage here and it is one that we feel a spe-
cial respomibility for given the felationship of our ET participants
to us and they are accountable.

Dawn, as you just heard, id :low working for Norton. She was on
welfare for 6 years. She has been working for Norton almost 2
years now. I would like her to tell you a little bit about what it was
like being on welfare and how ET changed her life and what it has
meant to her and her son.

Mr. Mims. Ms. Lawson pull the mike close to yourself.

STATEMENT OF DAWN MARIE LAWSON, FORMER PARTICIPANT,
MASSACHUSETTS EMPLOYMENT AND TRAINING CHOICES PRO-
GRAM

Ms. LAWSON. I was on welfare for 6 years and it was not a very
pleasant experience. It was humiliating, you lose self-respect. You
do not have any confidence in yourself. When I first started, the
ET Program was not around and they tried to get me into the
workfare program which I would not go to because I found it to be
too humiliating, so I started a typing course at the adult learning
center.

There, they asked methis was when the ET Choices Program
startedthey said, "We have a slot for a word processing operator
to be trained. Would you be interested?" I jumped at the chance
because it sounded very exciting and computers were the bt thing,
so I got into the program. We had to take some testingaptitude
teststhere were many people who were trying to get into these
slots but I was lucky and I did get that slot and through there,
Norton Co., who has been very supportive of this program, asked
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me to take an internship with them, which I did. It lasted for
almost 6 months and then they asked me if I would like to come on
as a full-time employee.

It has been wonderful there. If it was not for this program, I
probably would have been flipping hamburgers at McDonald's and
still getting medicaid and food stamps and rent subsidysome type
of financial aid which I probably could never break away from.

Now I am independent financially that even if I ever got into an-
other bad situation, I would never have to turn to welfare again.
Thank you.

Mr. WEISS. Thank you.
Mr. DUKAKIS. Dawn, what about earnings--how does that com-

pare with what you were getting on welfare and what do you see
ahead in terms of the future?

Ms. LAWSON. Well, I am now earning three times more than
what I was getting on welfare. That is just the financial end of it.
That is not so important as how I feel about myselfmy own
image has gone so far. There is no limit to what I feel I can do
now. I am ready to challenge almost anything now.

Mr. DUKAKIS. Does Norton provide you with health insurance?
Ms. LAWSON. Yes, they do.
Mr. DUKAKIS. You are not on medicaid?
Ms. LAWSON. No, I do not get any type of financial aid at aa.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Lawson follows:]
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PFEPARED STATEMENT OF DAWN MARIE LAWSON, WORCESTER, MA

Mr. Chairman, members of the Subcommittee, my nam,1 is Dawn Lawson. I

am 27 years old and I live in Worcester, Massachusetts.

For the past year and a half. I have worked as a secretary and word processor

at Norton Company, a Worcester Company which employs over three thousand

people.

Before I got the job at Norton, I had been on welfare for six years. My

nine year old son Brian and I lived on less that $350 in cash per month.

Now, thanks to the training I received through the ET program and Norton

Company, I am now earning mote than three times what I received on welfare.

In addition, my son Brian anu I have excellent health care benefits through

Norton Company.

Those are the statistics. But the real reason I am here today is to tell

you about what it means to get out of poverty after living on the edge for

six years.

A couple of years ago. I used to make a joke that I was thinking of renting

my house out for surgery because it was so clean. Living oa welfare wasn't

funny though and it wasn't fun.

I never wanted to turn to welfare, but I really had no other choice. I

had to find a way to support Brian and myself. i am a high school graduate

but until I received training through ET. I had no marketable skills.
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Being on welfare is embarrassing a lot of the time. You can never get

away from it. You go to the bank to cash your AFDC check and it's like

everyone knows you're on welfare. You go to the grocery store and the other

people in the line know you are paying with food stamps. At the doctor's

office, you have to show your Medicaid card.

I couldn't help it, but I started to think less of myself. I began to

think that I wasn't smart enough or good enough to get a job and be on

my own.

The job training I received through the ET program changed all that. I

began working full time in December, 1983, (actually I was among t. irst

thousand people to get a job through ET), and I feel so much be bout

myself. I don't get depressed the way I used to when I wasn't working.

Many things have changed for Brian and me since I went off welfare. Last

summer, we took our first vacation together. We went to the Cape for a

few days. Brian was able to have karate lessons this year. (He saw the

Karate Kid twice!) and, best of all - for me anyway - we were able to

move out of a very dangerous neighborhood into a nice apartment where I

feel my son is safe playing outdoors.

Just a little less than a year ago, I was asked to attend a news conference

in Worcester with Governor Dukakis at Norton Company.

It was not an easy decision to come forward and announce to the whole world

that I was once on welfare. But, I did it for one reason: I wanted other

women to know about the opportunities I had through this program. I wanted

other women to know that instead of forcing people into jobs they weren't
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ready for or couldn't afford to live on - the Welfare Department was

actually offering a helping hand - and a service.

I am here today to ask the Congress to look closely at ET - and the WIN

program which provides the federal funds for it - and save this prograw.

ET helped me get out of poverty because I was able to get training.

Without that training, i would be working in a low wage job - or I would

never have gotten off welfare. Because I have a skill that is marketable,

I cnow I will never be in the position I was six years ago. I will always

be able to get a job. Funding for ET is well spent. This year, I saved

the s..ate of Massachusetts and the federal government approximately $6,000

and that doesn't include the taxes I paid. ET it a good investment.

476



471

Mr. DUKAKIS. Rosemarie's situation was a little different. She
happens to live in the same community that Dawn does. She had,
worked previously but had been on welfare for 3 years but she is
now a claims representative for an IBIO in the Worcester area
and I would like her, with your permission, to talk a little about
what ET has meant to her and how it worked for her.

STATEMENT OF ROSEMARIE ACEVEDO, FALLON COMMUNITY
HEALTH PLAN, FORMER PARTICIPANT, MASSACHUSETTS EM-
PLOYMENT AND TRAINING CHOICES PROGRAM

Ms. ACEVEDO. The ET Program to mehas helped me as far as
living betterI mean I just could not get by every 2 weeks with
what they were sending me.

I went to ET and within a week and a half I was placed on a job
and started working andI do not think I can ever go back to wel-
fare after being through the ET Program.

Mr. DUKAKIS. You did not have any training, Rosemarie? This
was the first choice for you?

Ms. ACEVEDO. No; I went straight into a job.
Mr. DUKAKIS. Can you describe your jobwhat you are doing at

Fallon?
Ms. ACEVEDO. I am a claims analyst. I process bills outside of the

clinicmeaning providerspeople go to different hospitals and so
forth and I process the bills.

Mr. DUKAKIS. Are you a member of the plan?
Ms. ACEVEDO. Yes, I am, me and my two daughters.
Mr. DUKAKIS. So you and your children are part of the HMO?
Ms. ACEVEDO. Yes.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Acevedo follows:]
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TESTIMONY

ROSEMARIE ACEVEDO

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, my name is Rosemarie Acevedo.

I am 24 years old, and I work as a claims analyst for the Fallon Community

Health Plan in Worcester.

I was on welfare for three years. I went on Aid to Families with Dependent

Children when my daughter Paula was born.

I have a high school equivalency diploma and before I went on welfare I

had work experience as a secretary and police dispatcher. I was really

trapped on welfare. I loved my daughter Paula very much, but I was not happy

living on welfare, staying home all day.

I had heard about the ET program a year ago last May through a friend, who

told me that I could get help getting a job. So I asked for help - and one

week later I had a job. The people who work with ET were very helpful and

they made me feel confident.

I was asked once, what is the best thing about ET, and I have a very simple

answer for that - I'm working.

As a claims analyst at Fallon Community Health Plan in Worcester, I am

earning more than twice what I received on welfare. Paula and I have

excellent health care benefits. And I love my work.

It isn't easy to tell the world you were on welfare. But like Dawn

Lawson, I wanted other women to know about the opportunities that are

i,ailable through ET. Programs like this should be expanded, not cut.

4 78



473

There are vevy few opportunities that come along to help you get out of poverty.

ET came along for me and it works.

I would like to close with one story.

There is a myth that once someone is on welfare, they are always on welfare.

I am here to tell you that is not true.

Three montas ago. I had another baby, a little girl named Tamika. I took

my materity leave and then came back to work. It's not easy supporting

two children with the cost of daycare and all.

Not too long ago, someone in my family suggested I go back on welfare

for awhile.

And do you know what I said? No way! I am never going back on welfare.
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Mr. DUKAKIS. Now Gil, you have hired some ET people. You are
a younger company, but a company that now has several hundred
employees. I want to talk a little bit about your experience with
those ET employees now at work and how you see the program.

STATEMENT OF GILBERT A. BARRETT, JR., VICE PRESIDENT.
FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION, K&M ELECTRONICS, INC.

Mr. BARRETr. Tom mentioned that his company was a Fortune
500 company. We are much smaller, and I thin.. the program
means a lot more to us so we will say that we are a misfortur
company. I have broken this down into two basic sectors. Ti. is
the human element involved in the program as Dawn and t:....e-
marie have kind of alluded to and then there are the economic !ac-
tors. For K&M Electronics, and I think common in the State, we
have received several second and third generation welfare recipi-
ents, people who have grown up in a mode of receiving and expect-
ing to receive public assistance. When we get these people WO find
out that they are much more motivated than the average unem-
ployed person.

They are also trained, much more productive than bringing in
someone off the street and beyond our company we Lave lost some
people in this program, but we found they have opportunities out-
side of our company so we have taken second and third generation
people and put them back into the job market.

One of the things that impressed me last summerit was my
first exposure to the Governor's programand some of the partici-

nts in the program were basically listening to these ladies talk
about what the program has done for them.

I can honestly say it brought a tear to my eye, listening to Dawn
talk about being able to buy birthday presents for her son, or
Christmas presents.

That means a lot, I think, to then, ladies and to their self-esteem.
They are not relying on the public. The economics for K&M Elec-
tronics, in particular, when we receive these people they are target-
ed-jobs tax credit are certifiable so that we receive an additional
benefit.

One of the statistics that Governor Dukakis has provided in the
charts which are in the record, is the fact that for the 17,000 place-
ments that the Commonwealth has made and saved $50 million,
bear in mind that that does not reflect the savings for medicaid,
the savings for housing subsidiesI calculate it out because I am a
bean counterthat 17,000 mothers that are earning wages now
have become productive taxpayers and in a very meager 15-percent
tax bracket-10-percent Federal and our 5-percent State taxthat
has generated $21 million of tax dollars and those numbers are not
reflected in the $50 million of net savings which I believe, essen-
tially, reflect food stampsAFDC.

I think the Governor's number and Commissioner Atkins'
number is conservative at best. In terms of the Government consid-
ering a reduction of funding in this program, my personal opinion
as a private sector businessman, both the country and the Com-
monwealth would suffer severely.

I guess that is what it has meant to us.
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Mr. DUKAKIS. Mr. Chairman, let me just finish up by anticipat-
ing what may be one of your questions, which I have heard both
here and across the country, and that is, "OK, Dukakis, but you
have a 3.7-percent unemployment rate. Does that not have a lot to
do with the fact that you have been successful? "

Let me say to you that I do not believe so. For one thing we
hadthis is our ace photographer, Brian Lawson who happens to
be the son of Dawn Lawsonfor one thing during my first term,
not untypically, even while we were coming out of the 1975 reces-
sion and rapidly reducing unemployment and creating 250,000 jobs
between 1975 and 1979, our welfare caseload went up.

If you look at the charts 10 and 11 on the exhibit that you have
before you, those two charts reflect the fact that in the current re-
covery we have had exactly the same phenomenon in most of our
major States.

I am sorry, Congressman Armey, that Texas is at the top here in
terms of that but we have been at the top on some of these num-
bers too and not too long ago and I know what it involves but note
that, particularly, on chart 11 that while unemployment hastm
down significantly in a number of these major States, the AFDC
caseload has gone up in most of them, including New York, Texas,
and California. Note also, on chart 9, that even in the face of this
very healthy economy, we have projected an AFDC caseload in-
crease of 93,000up to 93,000 if the usual trends had occurred and
are reflected in some of these other States.

In fact, our caseload is down to 84,000 and still coining down and
there is only one reason that we can possibly assign to that and
that is the ET Program.

Simply having as healthier economy is no guarantee that you are
going to be successful when it comes to helping welfare recipients
get back to work and I think these charts reflect that. We would be
happy to take any of your questions.

Mr. WEISS. Thank you very much. First, let me apologize in ad-
vance. It is quite possible that the buzzers will sound at any time,
calling us to a vote on the floor and if that happens we will simply
take a recess for perhaps 10 minutes or so and then we will
resume. We have no control, nor can we predict when that is going
to happen.

Let me startMs. Lawsonby asking a couple of background
questions, if you do not mind Tell us, if you will, each of you, how
did you find your way onto welfare.

Ms. LAWSON. I had just gotten out of high school and I got preg-
nant. After I had my son I did not have any marketable skills at
all. I just did not even have time to have a job so I had no other
choice but to go on welfare.

I did not have any day care. There was no way that I could work
unless the job would let me take him to work on my back.

Mr. WEISS. And were you the head of the household at that
point9

K. LAWSON. I was living at home with my mother at the time
and it was fortunate that she did let me stay at home because I
could never have survived.

Mr. WEiss. And what other kinds of jobs had you had prior to
your taking the typing course and then finding yourself in ET?
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Ms. LAWSON. Really nothing. I had taken a job for a few months
as a nurse's aide, but for medical reasons I had to stop that.

Mr. WEISS. And you were on welfare for a total of how long?
Ms. LAWSON. About 61/2 years.
Mr. WEISS. Thank you. Ms. Acevedo.
Ms. ACEVEDO. Well, I was living at home and circumstances hap-

pened and I became pregnant. I had noI should not say I had no-
where to go because my mom always welcomed me home but I just
did not feel it was my mom's responsibility so I decided to move out
on my own. I did work for a little while but as Dawn says, as far as
day care goes, especially at her agejust monthsthere was really
no one that would care to take care of a babychanging diapers
and keeping up with the time as far as feedingso I had to quit
and the only thing I had left was to go on welfare in order to feed
my little girl.

Mr. WEiss. Then how long were you on welfare?
Ms. ACEVEDO. I was welfare for 21/2 years.
Mr. WEISS. I thank you very much. I just wanted to pug the back-

ground in because we had testimony yesterday, indicating exactly
that kind of pattern.

It is always much more effective and important when we see
what human things were tied into it. Governor, tell us if you
would, how you think the proposal of the administration would
impact on your program.

Mr. DUKAKIS. Well, I think it is pretty clear that if you take
away our WIN money and our employment service moneyby tar-
geting the funds in a way that denies them to States like ours that
are doing relatively well economicallyyou would be taking two
legs out of a three-legged stool.

Some people have said to me, "Well, will the State fill the gap?"
I do not know, Mr. Chairman. All States, as you know, have to bal-
ance their budgets. Between trying to help our local communities
and provide for public education and infrastructure and a variety
of other things, there is a limit to how much we can put into the
program.

As you know, we have had a Federal-State partnership in provid-
ing welfare benefits to the needy for a long time and I guess it is
going to continue for a good long timeI believe it should; it is ap-
propriate, to be sure. In view of the fact that we share the cost of
welfare, I do think, as I said during my testimony, there is a very
strong argument that we also should participate in some kind of
sharing in these kinds of efforts.

As it turns out, we are putting about three times as much State
money into the program as we are getting from WIN but that $8
million is very important and the employment service is very im-
portant.

Remember that Rosemarie did not go to a training program; she
went directly through the placement method and that is primarily
through our job service, which has been increasingly effective
under Kris Demong's leadership. She is here today and she will be
happy to tell you about that.

I just think that, in terms of cost effectiveness and equity, as
well as the reality of limited resources at the State and local level,
a Federal investment in these efforts is a very sound one.
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It seems to me it is uo to the Congress to decide whether or not
in making that investment, you want to tailor it in a way to en-
courage States to do this kind of a program. I gather there are
some States where perhaps WIN money is not used as effectively
as it should be. Now, that is a judgment, it seems to me, for Con-
gress, but the general propositis-n that we should share in making
these investments in people, I think, is almost indisputable. I would
hope that in trying to deal with the Federal deficit, you would un-
derstand that if done right, we can significantly reduce welfare
caseloads and save you and us a lot of money. WIN represents a
fairly modest investment in this regard.

Mr. WEISS. One of the aspects 'If the administration's proposal is,
over a 3-year period, to L ing up to 75 percent the proportion of the
caseload seen in some way or another impacted by the program. Do
you have any figures indicating what percentage of your welfare
caseload participates in your ET Choice Program?

Mr. DUKAKIS. I have to turn to my welfare commissioner for that
number. Chuck?

Mr. ATKINS. Fifty percent, Governor.
Mr. DUKAKIS. Are registered?
Mr. ATKINS. Are participating- -
Mr. DUKAKIS. OK.
Mr. ATKINS [continuing]. In the program but half that number

would not count because what the Federal Government has pro-
posed would not allow us to use ;" -te funds for training or educa-
tion programs such as what Dawn went through. Under the pro-
posed Federal definition, we would probably not even make 25-per-
cent participation.

Mr. DUKAKIS. There is a kind of bizarre twist in what is being
proposed here as I understand it, if State funds go into education
and training, then those people do not qualify as part of the 75 per-
cent participating, is that it Chuck?

Mr. ATKINS. Right.
Mr. DUKAKIS. Now how much sense that makes is beyond me,

but again, encouraging States to do this kind of thing, locking them
into certain percentages which may be unrealistic and which may
force them to go back to workfarewhich frankly, does not work
is not the right approach. It did not work for us and it does not
work for any State that I know of.

Mr. WEISS. Will you expand on thatwhy is your Guarantee Pro-
gramyour Choices Program, if you will, working and wh:,, did the
Mandatory Program not work?

Mr. DUKAKIS. Well, for one thing, workfare typically does not in-
volve real jobs. When you are forcing people to work off their wel-
fare grant, you are kind of t cratching around looking for any kind
of job that is a job. But the re is no sense of the future there. I
mean there is no sense that wo are training people for real employ-
ment that is going to make them permanently self-sufficient and
lift them out of a condition of dependency on a long-term basis.

I think, as both Tom and Gil have pointed out, the people that
we send to them and that we ask them to employ, are people who
are coming to thc..a, not because somebody clubbed them off the
welfare rolls, but because they have been encouraged, they have
been supported, and they have received supportive services.
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Typically, workfare does not include day care, does not include
transportation allowances. I do not have to tell you that if you tell
somebody, "Look, we want you to go to work but the day you go to
work you are going to lose medical benefits for your kids,' it is not
exactly an incentive that encourages people to seek employment.
We have tried to deal with all of those things in designing the pro-
gram and I think it is one of the reasons it has worked so well and
continues to be a very cost-effective program.

But, frankly, I do not know of a workfare program in the country
that has been particularly successful and I think it is because it
has lacked the support services. It is a punitive, club-them-off-the-
rolls approach and I think the difference here is that we are taking
a very different approach and it is working.

Mr. WEiss. In your testimony you indicated that you had 17,000
people working in this program and that you have a waiting list
for some other 20,000 wanting to get on, so obviously, in your situa-
tion, the mandatory proposal would be almost irrelevant. You have
more business than you can possibly handle.

Mr. DUKAKIS. Yes.
Mr. WEiss. What would allow you to reach those additional re-

cipients?
Mr. DUKAKIS. More resources. If we had more day care, if we had

more training, if we had additional money for transnortation allow-
ances, we could, quite obviously, accommodate more people, al-
though my legislature has been extremely supportive. Even before
we started the program, Chet Atkins, as chairman of the Senate
Ways and Means Committee before he came to Congress, had
begun the process of putting State money into these kinds of sup-
portive services.

This year, I think, the legislature has approved more than $10
million over and above the $30 million that we have already invest-
ed in State money. We are getting help from the legislature but
our resources are limited. Obviously, there are many other compet-
ing demands for State funds. But, if we had additional resources we
could put into both training and supportive services, we could ac-
commodate many more people and we could accelerate the process
of moving folks off the welfare rolls.

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Hourihan, let me ask you a question. How many
of the welfare employeetrainees have you in your program?

Mr. HOURIHAN. Right now, we have six overall. We have hit a
downturn in employment and for the past 3 years our employment
has remained stable. In fact, it is probably down from where it was
3 years ago. I am talking about Massachusetts employment only.

Our intention is, as we move forward, to allocate a certain per-
centage to this program.

Mr. WEISS. And what is the range of jobs that you- -
Mr. HOURIHAN. The jobs we have are all in the clerical, what I

would call the highly skilled clerical area, ranging from secre-
tarywe have a male in there toowho at the very least has word
processing skills. Andif you look at thisthey are moving from
word processing toward personal computers because for most ofour
officers, the secretaries are expected to be able to operate a word
processor and we are fairly well automated so that many of them
are working with the PC.
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These are the skills we require in the office. However, we are
thinking now of moving toward other operations and moving
people into jobs that require leFT skills and move toward an on-the-
job training routine.

Mr. WEISS. And what are the salary range levels and what are
the benefits that your company provides?

Mr. HOURIHAN. Dawn, what is your salary right now?
Ms. LAWSON. $301- -
Mr. HOURIHAN. Dollarsthat is $15,000 per year and you started

at?
Ms. LAWSON. I started at $12,500.
Mr. HOURIHAN. OK, Dawn started at $12,500 a year and she is up

to $15,000. Her benefit package, totally company paid, includes a
total medical insurance plan, including HMO coverage with Fallon
which is one of the options, an employee investment plan, life in-
surance, a pension plan with IRA possibilities and so forth.

We have a full range of benefits which approximate close to 50
percent of her salary. The other thing I would like to point out, as
the Governor pointed out, I am the chairman of the JTPA council
so I am involved on a statewide basis with this particular program.
From a broad overview basis, I suppose I have a hand in the rest of
the jobs and I really want to emphasize that this is the best pro-
gram I have ever been associated with.

I have never seen anything close to it. It really works.
Mr. WEISS. Mr. Barrett, what about your company, how many

peo. le do you have employed?
Mr. BARRETT. Initial awareness of this program came in about

April of 1984, when we were going through a very heavy hiring
mode. As a matter of fact, we grew from 300 people to 500 people
in th-, span of 6 months, so it was rather frantic.

Ai.z. we utilized the division of employment services in the Com-
monwealth to assist us in recruiting people. We ended up hiring 25
ET mothers in our company at that time, an employment level of
500.

Unfortunately, I explained to Commissioner Atkins this morning,
we lost 14. The good news is that not one of those 14 people went
back on the welfare rolls. They found better jobs.

We have competition coming in from Digital Equipment, a little
bigger than we are, Wang, Honeywell, a lot of the computer-based
companies in the Boston area are moving out to the West and they
are taking some of our people because they have better paying
power.

But nonetheless, the point being that here are 14 people that pre-
viously were welfare recipients who have now gone into the job
market. Whether it is at K&M, to our misfortune to lose them, they
have still remained in the job force.

So it has meant an awful lot to us. The quality of people that we
received from the program, and I would like to make a contrast,
because you have asked this question of the Governor before, but
as a private sector employer, we used to receive DES or division of
employment placed employees before. These were people that typi-
cally stood in an unemployment line every Thursday or Wednesday
and found out that they could not get a job so they could collect a
check.
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Some of them discovered that with a certain number of depend-
ents and their base unemployment benefit, they could make more
sitting home than going to work.

Those were the types of people that the Governor was mention-
ing, or Tom, that we in the private sector do not want. We want
motivated people like Dawn and Rosemarie to come out and want
to go to work and that is the type of people that we have found 100
percent of the time in this program.

It is the only one I have seen that works. And my offer still
holds, Governor, if you give us all you can get because we are very
refreshed by the program.

Mr. WEISS. I could ask many more questions but I am going to
ask only one more question. I know that we all have time concerns
and I want Mr. Armey to have a chance to ask some questions too.

Governor, many women leave AFDC fo: employment and lose
medicaid and day care, thereby jeopardizing the move to independ-
ence. How do you deal with the transition?

Mr. DUKAKIS. We try to continue that for up to a year after em-
ployment. Now as I pointed out, Mr. Chairman, about 70 percent of
our ET participants, as in the case of both Dawn and Rosemarie,
get full health benefits as part of their employment and I want to
emphasize what Gil said, that $50 million savings does not include
medicaid.

It is exclusive of that but we do continue medicaid for certain
participants and day care as well for up to a year. The assumption
is that over the course of that 12 months people will be able to pay
for their own health benefits if necessary and to make reasonable
arrangements for day care.

But clearly, if we are going to encourage people to lift themselves
out of a condition of dependency, you cannot stop all of this the day
they go to work. I cannot imagine anything that would be more dis-
couraging. So what we try to do is provide for that transition and
to ensure that for at least a year they have that kind of support
and then, of course, we expect them to move on and become inde-
pendent.

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Armey.
Mr. ARMEY. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, I noticed

that Ms. Lawson has brought a fine looking young photographer
with her and if you have no objection, I would like for us to encour-
age him to understand that it is quite common for photographers
to move about and take pictures if they like and if he wants to
come up front and get a picture of his mother, it certainly will not
bother me while I am asking questions.

Mr. WEISS. Absolutely. Did you hear that, Mr. Lawson?
Mr. ARMEY. Just feel free to move about and feel as comfortable

as you like. Ms. Lawson, you have answered some of my questions.
Do_ you have a high school education?

Ms. LAWSON. Yes.
Mr. ARMEY. And I think you indicated that you had participated

in some other program of trainingI think you said you had en-
rolled in a typing course?

Ms. LAWSON. Yes.
Mr. ARMEY. You mentioned that you had first been introduced to

the concept by the Mandatory Workfare Program?
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Ms. LAWSON. Yes. I had gone down to get reevaluated at the wel-
fare office. You bring down rent receipts and your bank bookyou
bring everything down and they do a check to make sure you are
not putting more money in the bank or whatever than what you
are getting from AFDC and that is when they told me I had to go
upstairs on the fifth floor to sign up for this program and I said,
"Well, is there anything else I can do besides this?" I had taken
some secretarial courses when I was in high school and they said,
"Why don't you go down to the adult learning centerit is a place
where anybody can go and they have diffe-rent courses, you get
your GED test done there." So I did go down and I asked to be put
in a typing course they were holding there.

From there they started a speed writing course which I took ad-
vantage of also and from there I was introduced to the word proc-
essing course.

Mr. ARMEY. OK, and this is before you became involved with the
current Choice Program?

Ms. LAWSON. Yes.
Mr. ARMEY. Another thing, you made a comment that being on

welfare was very humiliating and I have no doubt about that,
which has been one of my concerns about the way we handle that
in this country for years. I have always made the comment that
there is no reason why someone on welfare should be a marked
person.

You also made the comment that when faced with the choice of
mandatory workfare and staying on welfare, that you found that
the mandatory workfare would also be humiliating and I concluded
it would be even more humiliating because you apparently made
the choice to stay on welfare, is that right?

Ms. LAWSON. Yes; the Workfare Programthe one they wanted
to put me intohand you a newspaper and sit you down at a desk
with about 20 other women and you call and beg for interviews.
You have to go to at least two interviews a day and they call these
places to check to see if you have gone and so automatically you
are marked.

If they even took you on as an employee, they know that you are
forced to go and take a job there and that is why I found that to be
too humiliating.

Mr. ARMEY. You stayed on welfare for 61/2 years. I take it the
need for child care was probably a very important part of that?

Ms. LAWSON. Yes it was. After being on a few years you start to
feel less about yourself. You do not feel you are smart enough or
that anybody is going to want you.

Mr. ARMEY. OK. I am trying to understand why mandatory
workfare would be so unacceptable as compared to this choice. An-
other thing I am wondering about, because, obviously, both of you
young ladies have certainly made a fine presence here today and
what I am guessing about is that you may have been the cream of
the crop in terms of educational background and perhaps in terms
of social skills. And I am also wondering what we do with people
who have not had a high school education quid perhaps are lacking
in social skills. Obviously we want 1-,) have a program that can
spread its influence across others. And I am trying to get a fix on
this because you also made a comment, I think, rightly so, com-
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pared to the work you are doing now, which is very rewarding, you
would rather disparage the possibility that you may have ended up
flipping hamburgers.

Ms. LAWSON. Yes.
Mr. ARMEY. Is it possible that there may be people who would be

lacking the ability to achieve the secretarial skills, work processing
skills, and that flipping hamburgers may be indeed be the best
option that they might be able to hope for? At least it is an entry
job.

Ms. LAWSON. Well that is better than having them stay home on
welfare. There ara jobs that are interesting which do not need a
high IQ. There is work for an one who wants it.

But I cannot see them forcing you because if they try to force
you into something then they are going to go out and have another
baby and that is a very commonit is very, very common. They
will tell you. "They are not going to force me to work. I am just
going to have another baby." So that is also going to cost the
Government more money because you a :e bringing another baby
into the world and it is going to be another 5 or 6 years that you are
going to have to support this woman with an extra child.

Mr. ARMEY. Well that is very interesting because, Mr. Barrett,
you made a comment earlier too, that, "Some people would rather
stay home on welfare than work at some of the kinds of jobs for
which they can qualify." In fact, we do know, for example, about
the 150-percent tax rate. And as you know many of us have criti-
cized the traditional welfare approach in America.

For example, I, myself for 20 years and interestingly enough, T
have had a great many people criticize me for levying the criticism
so I find it rather interesting that you are suggesting today that,
indeed, perhaps some r'form in the Welfare Program, as is cur-
rently constituted, to take away the work penalty where they
would lose their benefits.

But one of the things that I feel like I perceive here, Governor, is
that you have a very good program that works very well with
peoi-le with the kinds of skills that we see in these two young
ladies here. But I really fear that perhaps it would not work so
well for those folks that we traditionally refer to as the hardcore
unemployed with a IRck of skills.

Mr. DUKAKIS. Let me, respectfully, disagree with that. There are
a great many people among those 17,000 that did not have a high
school education. I do not know what that percentage is and wheth-
er we have it available, Chuck

Mr. ATKINS. Chart No. 3, Governor, shows over 10 percent of the
placements to date were people who did not have a high school
edudation before they took a job.

Mr. DUKAKIS. But it seems to me that that is one of the unique
aspects of the program. If somebody is an ET participantremem-
ber that people have to register for thisand we do this prelimi-
nary assessment, if one of the things that is lacking is a high
school education then one of the choicesas part of the program
is getting your GED. It is a beginning to take some literacy and
basic adult education and so on. I can tell you that I have met a
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number of ET participants who were not high school graduates. I
would not be surprised, Gil, if some of your 25 did not have a high
school diploma, do you know?

Mr. BARRETT. Yes, sir. We had, I believe, of the 25, almost 50 per-
cent of them did not have a high school education and I also would
take exceptionI have a specific example if interestedthese
young ladies do very well represent the Commonwealth. Because
we have 25 people and I am familiar with them, one case in par-
ticular was a black girl with a seventh grade education who was so
excited over the program and the key to her excitement was she
had a choice.

She was not forced into the hamburger stand just to get her off
the welfare role. She had a choice and that choice included some
job skill training and an opportunity to go back to high school.

She left me about 4 months ago and promised that she was
coming back to replace my secretary in a year and a half. That is
motivation and that girl comes from a third generation welfare
family.

1 do not think these girls are atypical. I think they are exempla-
ry of the program.

Mr. ARMEY. OK and that is what I was wondering.
Mr. DUKAKIS. And remember, the point is that as part of this

range of choices, in making the assessment of the individual ET
participrnt, if what is needed is additional education, then that is
part of their plan. In fact, in some cases it may be essential if they
are going to do what they want to do and what we hope they can
do. In other cases, and I think Gil's experience is typical, where
many of his ET participants are production workers who may not
necessarily require a high school diploma to do the job and do it
well, it is kind of a reverse motivation. Get the job first, you start
making money and then you say, "OK, production is interesting
but now I am going to go back and start doing what Dawn is
doing," and so it works the other way. I think that is one of the
beauties of the program.

You do have this kind of motivation working both ways.
Mr. ARMEY. I guess I would like to explore why it is your feeling

that the Mandatory Workfare Program failed. Because we are not
giving these choices?

Mr. DUKAKIS. No range of choice, no real assessment of the indi-
vidual's skills, needs, potential, no child care, no guarantee that if
your employer does not provide health insurance, that medical ben-
efits will continue for at least some period of time after employ-
ment, you put all of these things together and it should not sur-
prise us that our retention rate, at least in the effort we made in
my first administration was something like 30 percent. Incidentally
it was limited, Mr. Chairman, just to two parent families.

Also, workfare often meansand again, I guess every State has a
different approachworking off a grant so you get a public service
job. Now, I am not saying that in some cases that may not lead to
something else but what we have tried to do was design something
that was real and meaningful from the beginning and say to
people, "You are somebody who can make something of yourself
and we are going to try to provide a range of choice that is tailored
to your particular needs."
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Mr. WEISS. Governor, just for clarificationI think that some-
times you use terms that we are so familiar with but others may
not know exactly what you mean by them. When you say, "oppor-
tunities for choice," you do not mean necessarily that people have
the right to determine whether they want to be hamburger cooks
or astronauts. What you are providing by way of choice is the op-
portunity to get training or go back to school or to go to an appren-
tice job positionis that what you- -

Mr. DUKAKIS. All with a view to leaving welfare and becoming
employed and a wage earner.

Mr. WEISS. And the Mandatory Workfare Program, in fact,
simplythe only opportunity there was to go out and try to get a
job with a particular---

Mr. DUKAKIS. Workfare usually means one of two things. Either
you work off your grant in some kind of public service job at the
minimum wage, or you go to one of these job clubs and you are
given a telephone book and somebody watches you while you make
your phone calls and presumably go out and get interviewed.

Mr. ARMEY. That is what Ms. Lawson was referring to.
Mr. DUKAKIS. That is what Dawn was involved in.
Mr. ARMEY. If I might, because I do not want to take too much

timeI do have two more questions. Is it possiblewhen you origi-
nally tried workfarethat the practices of the workfare counselors
might have been biased in favor of a failure for that approach? I
have heard a few things about that attempt and in particular two
things that people were told as they came in to, "never take the
first job offered to them and never accept employment in a fast
food restaurant."

I wonder if that kind of counseling and advice did prevail and if
so, would that have biased in favor of failure for the Workfare Pro-
gram?

Mr. DUKAKIS. I cannot speak for the administration that both
succeeded and preceded me in view of my own departure for 4
years. I can tell you what these job clubs were like in my first ad-
ministration and we attempted to do it in a way that was encourag-
ing. People had to show up and they had to spend at least 8 hours
participating in one of these job clubs. They were encouraged to
accept employment that was offered to them and was available to
them.

We did not try to do it in a punitive way. We also, particularly in
the case of the two parent families, tried the work-off -your-grant
approach with some kind of public service job in the hope that it
would be a first step into employment. But we did everything we
could to make it a sort of supportive program. Bear in mind that
one of the choices you have under ET is immediate placement.
Rosemarie never went through a training program. She had a pre-
vious job history. What she needed was help in placement services
and within a week and a half she was placed.

That, obviously, is a preferred option. If we can do it at little or
no cost, we want to do that. If you have a previous job history then
obviously one of the recommendations to you may be direct place-
ment in a job that fits your skills. It seems to me we are doing this
a lot better than the job clubs. We are providing the placement
services to somebody who is job ready.
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In many of these cases, as y,..0 can see, we are talking about
somebody with a seventh grade education. What is the likelihood of
that person succeeding through a job club?

The beauty of El' is that there is a range of things that we do
that not only provides people with confidence and motivation and
some skills, but brings them to the job site with the kind of skills
and motivation that makes Tom Hourihan or Gil Barrett want to
hire them.

Mr. ARMEY. If I maywith one final questionand certainly,
Governor, you have put together a very creative program and the
results are fairly obvious with these two cases. Mr. Barrett, you
talked about those who do not want to workobviously we would
like to spread our wings as wide as we can. Do you have any rec-
ommendations what we might be able to do with them?

Mr. Btutgrr. I believe the essence of this program for the hard-
core people that have gone through generations of welfare is the
education and training portion of this and that is the very portion
of the program that is being jeopardized in the Commonwealth.

It is a training process whereby people with little or no education
have to be given the opportunity to have that education and then
be trained in a skill that is compatible with their particular per-
sonality and needs and so on.

I think, under the old Workfare Program, where you mandate
that somebody does somethingI think human nature is such that
it resists somebody telling you what to do. If I put a pair of blue
socks out and a pair of green socks out and ask you which pair you
would like. You might pick the blue or you might pick the green
but if I point to the blue and say, "Mr. Armey put the blue socks
on," I think you would like to reach for the green.

I think that is the difference between a choke and a mandateit
is training and education.

Mr. ARMEY. Thank you and I want to thank the panel and I
cannot but mention, Ms. Lawson, but as we say in Texas, "that is a
mighty fine looking boy you've got there."

Ms. LAwsoN. Thank you.
Mr. WEISS. Thank you, Mr. Armey. Mr. Rowland has just joined

us. I understand, Governor, that you have an early-on engagement
so just for an acknowledgment and greeting, Mr. Rowland, I would
be pleased to call on you but I do have to let them go.

Mr. ROWLAND. Thank you. Unfortunately, I had a question I
wanted to ask the Governor, regarding the cross matching pro-
gram, which is a very innovative program that Massachusetts is
sponsoring, it is about welfare fraud.

I basically wanted to know what the administrative costs were
and the amount saved this year.

Mr. Du tutus. Mr. Chairman, if you would like and if you have
the time, the commissioner of welfare, Chuck Atkins, is here and
he can discuss in detail the way cross matching is working or any-
thing else. I have to leave but these folks do not have to leave with
me. With your permission

Mr. WEISS. That will be fine.
Mr. ROWLAND, Governor, thank you for your participation and

congratulations on the work you are doing.
Mr. DUKAKIS. Thank you very much.
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Mr. WEISS. Mr. Rowland, I think that we will have a very brief
response to the question you asked. We have GAO doing a full-
scale study on that. We will be holding some separate hearings on
that, OK?

Mr. ROWLAND. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I do not
know who exactly to refer the question to, but in Massachusetts,
you have had a number of innovative programs, one that the Gov-
ernor just testified about an ii, indeed, a few years ago, you imple-
mented a cross matching program to combat welfare fraud.

This was very innovative, the first in the country. An attempt to
find welfare recipients with excessive assets that are in the AFDC
or food stamp programs. An effort to save those dollarsFederal
and State dollars. The question I had was very simple. At this
point, approximately what kind of dollars are you saving and ap-
proximately what are the administratiie costs to run the program.
Very ballpark figures, and I would appreciate it.

Mr. ATKINs. Mr. Rowland, I think it is a very important ques-
tion, particularly, in light of Ms. Lawson's testimony, which you
missed this morning, because she described what it was like to be
on welfare in this country. And as Mr. Armey said, it's a shame
the way we run welfare programs in this country because of the
focus we have taken in trying to get at welfare fraud.

I will tell you that in Massachusetts our AFDC error rate is
down to an all-time low of 4.1 percentin comparison, I might add
that the Internal Revenue Service has an error rate of 18 percent.
And Massachusetts is not alone in its error reduction efforts. Con-
necticut and other States have done very well in reducing AFDC
error rates.

As low as our error rate is, the Federal Government says we
have to get it to 3 percent or lower. Now I do not know of anything
in this country that is as complex as welfare programs and the way
we administer them and to have us get down to that low an error
rate, I think, is very cost-ineffective. We will spend more money
trying to get down to that low an error rate than we do on the
entire employment and training program in Massachusetts or the
WIN Program nationallj.

I really think it is a totally misguided effort. I think we have
rooted out a lot of welfare frai. d in this country and we are still
suffering from the public's perception of 15 years ago. I really
think that needs to be changed and the effort needs to be put into
programs like this.

To answer your ciu?afic.a specifically, for every percentage point
that we can reduce the error Tate in Massachusetts, we save $2.5
million. AS testimony this mbrning indicated, this employment and
training prt.gram saves $:3,000 in welfare costs for every recipient
that we place into a job. We have already saved over $50 million,
or 20 times whai. we could save by reducing that error rate from 4
percent to 3 percc..at. Again, as testimony indicated this morning,
we really need the continued cooperation and help of the Federal
Government to get people off of welfare and into jobs. There has
been an overemphasis on fraud. Let's stop treating welfare recipi-
ents in this country the way Ms. Lawson described herself being
treated. Let's give taem some dignity, some money to live on and
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then get them off of welfare and into a job, where, I think they
want to be.

Mr. ROWLAND. WTI do you think about a plan to take those dol-
lars saved, or in this case there are about two States that have a
cross matching program, what would you think about an incen-
tivenot a mandatory programbut an incentive by the Federal
Government to reach out to the other 48 States and tell them if
you implement this cross matching program we in the Federal Gov-
ernment will pick up 75 percent of tha administrative costs and if
you are willing to tyke those dollars that the State saves and put
them back into job training programs, transportation, and other
things to enhance and to work with welfare mor s to help them get
into the job market, if you do that the Federal Government will
pick up 100 percent of the administrative costs?

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Rowland that is a good lead into a full-scale
hearing, which will have to happen somewhere along the line, and
if you want to submit your response, you may do so for the record,
but I do want to focus the hearing, as we started, which is welfare
employment programs, OK? For the record, would you give us your
full nar ..: and title?

Mr. Amur& Sure, my name is Charles Atkins and I am commis-
sioner of the Massachusetts Department of Public Welfare.

Mr. WEISS. Let me ask Mr. Hourihan and Mr. Barrett one ques-
tion and then perhaps my colleagues may have some other ques-
tions on the subject of today.

You have indicated the enthusiasm with which your companies
have responded to this program. Mr. Hourihan, you suggest that
there are other companies that also react positively to this kind of
effort of placing people who are trained and motivated to take jobs.

Tell us first, how many companies in Massachusetts have cartizi-
pated in this program.

Mr. HOURIHAN. I believe it is 4,000, Chuck?
Mr. ATKINS. That is right.
Mr. HOURIHAN. Yes, 4,000. I would like to make one other state-

ment. I am going to say it again and I am going to say it as a busi-
nessman and I believe it very strongly: mandatory programs will
not work. I want to restate the case again. Workfare lacks dignity,
it lacks respect. It does not matter whether you are educated and
bright and alert because as is the case for the two people here
today- -and we could have brought more people herefor those
people who are educated, they have the right to that same dignity
and self-respect and should not be forced into a program.

Take it from an employer's standpoint. If you get people in your
employment who are forced there, perhaps not qualified, perhaps
not counseled, they are not going to make it in the employment
interview. If they are forced mto the situation you have created a
mismatch. Now you have the employer's point of view.

Workfare is a Government program that does not work. What is
underlying the ET Program, is an alliance between business and
Government, an alliance between the industry in Massachusetts
and the public welfare department. Kristin Demong, director of the
division of employment security, has changed that organization so
that we have a partnership and we can talk to each other, not at
each other.

493



488

Mr WEISS. One final question. I assume because of the favorable
and positive publicity that the Massachusetts' program has gotten
that you have received inquiries and visits from people around the
country. What is the general sense that you have that there will be
an effort to replicate your kind of program, either from the private
sector or the Government sector or elsewhere?

Mr. ATKINS. Mr. Chairman, we have been contacted by every
single State in the country for information about how the program
has been working in Massachusetts. We have been visited by a
number of them and there are, according to my information, a
number of States that are trying to replicate this ET Program in
their States. It is quite sad, given the administration's work propos-
al and the proposed elimination of the WIN Program, that we may
have neither the money, nor, very importantly, the administrative
flexiblity to run programs like this in Massachusetts or else-
wherejust at a time when we were beginning to make some real
inroads, not just in Massachusetts, but across the country.

Getting people off of welfare and into work, as you heard this
morning, is where people want to be.

Mr. WEISS. Again, I thank you very, very much. I want to repeat
the appreciation which Mr. Armey has expressed to you and the
entire panel; Ms. Lawson, Ms. Acevedo, Mr. Hourihan, Mr. Barrett,
and Mr. Atkins. It has been very important testimony for us and
we thank you and wish you all very, very well in your efforts.
Thank you.

Mr. ATKINS. Thank you.
Mr. WEISS. Our next panel consists of Kimi Gray, director of

Kenilworth/Parkside Resident Management Corp., Cicero Wilson,
resident fellow and director of the neighborhood revitalization
project at the American Enterprise Institute, and Dr. Lawrence
Mead, associate profebscr of politics at New York University.

If you would all join us at the witness table? Ms. Gray, we have
you scheduled to begin first, so if you will? We have prepared testi-
mony from some of you and it will be entered into the record and if
you want to use that as a takeoff point or to summarize it, or what-
ever way you want to do it, that will be fine.

STATEMENT OF KIMI 0. GRAY, CHAIRPERSON, BOARD OF DIREC-
TORS, KENILWORTH/PARKSIDE RESIDENT MANAGEMENT
CORP.

Ms. GRAY. Thank you. First of all I would like to thank you for
giving me the opportunity to address this committee on such an
important topic as self-sufficiency for women in poverty.

It is my wish that some of the successful approaches that we
have implemented at Kenilworth/Parkside can be replicated on a
national basis so that we can show women a better way of living
other than the vicious cycle of poverty generation after generation.

We have found that the largest obstacle in the way of most
women in poverty is attitudinal. Many of the women that we have
assisted in breaking out of the cycle of welfare, were themselves
the products of female-headed households receiving AFDC and food
stamps and had accepted this lifestyle as their own fate.
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One of the first things that we try to do is to convince our resi-
dents, at the Parkside Resident Management Corp. Development,
that there are better alternatives for themselves and their children
other than relying on Government handout programs. We also op-
erate under the assumption that only a few women really want to
be on public assistance and it is our responsibility to give them the
proper guidance and support services to help them become self-suf-
ficient.

In order to accomplish this lofty goal of self-sufficiency we have
established several programs at Kenilworth/Parkside which I will
briefly describe to you. These programs are day care, employment,
skill training and the development of small businesses.

Day care: In order for many women to go to work, attend train-
ing, or education programs we must first make sure that the chil-
dren are in a safe environment and are proper'y cared for. One of
the .first priorities was to establish a day care o 'ter and a network
of home day care providers throughout our property.

This allowed not only that safe environment for the children of
the women that participate in the various programs but created
employment for our residents as they became day care specialists.

And those women that became the day care specialists were also
former public welfare recipients as well as those persons that were
seeking training and employment.

Another crucial component in our approach for women reaching
self-sufficiency was the establishment of our own employment
center located on the property.

Our basic assumption here is that everyone has positive at-
tributes and skills, of which we must make them cognizant. Our
employment specialist together with her clients establishes goals
and develops a strategy that will strengthen the person's weakness-
es and build on their positive attributes.

I feel that our employment office has been so successful because
our workers are more sensitive to the needs of our residents and
unlike the Government-operated employment offices they have
more time to invest in counseling and career planning.

Our employment specialist, herself, is a former public welfare re-
cipient that went through a program with the United Planning Or-
ganization that we have hired to come back and place her skills in
the hands of all the residents.

She is supersensitive because she knows that 99 percent of the
clients that come through our employment center that is located
on the property, do not want to be on public welfare and she pro-
vides them with that counseling and career planning and that has
really built up a lot of enthusiasm with the residents in our devel-
opments.

We do not only deal with female heads of households, single
family heads, we deal with males also because there are a great
number of men that were on our property that were not employed
and now they are employed.

Skill training: In order for anyone to become self-sufficient, they
must have a marketable skill that allows them to break out of a
life of poverty.
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Most Government programs, in particular the WIN Program,
does not provide the proper incentive or self-esteem to become self-
sufficient.

These programs seem more interested in making sure their
quotas are fulfilled than providing women with a good marketable
skill.

For example, the WIN Program locally in Washington, DC,
trains most AFDC recipients to clean buildings, work in laundries,
and other jobs that pay minimum wage or do not allow any kind of
upward mobility.

Generally these jobs pay just enough money to make these
women ineligible for AFDC and medicaid, but not enough to break
the cycle of poverty.

Many of these women who take these jobs find themselves
unable to afford medical insurance or the high cost of food, there-
fore, they find it more advantageous for them to go back on the
welfare roles.

We have established training programs in professions that do not
assume that the only thing a welfare mother can do is clean an
office building but in areas that provide some upward mobility.

Some of these programs are plastering, painting, plumbing, and
minor home repairs and minor electrical repair.

Many of our women are not ready initially to enter these pro-
grams, we prepare them by offering a GED and other educational
programs. I feel very strongly that the key to any Government-
sponsored self-sufficiency program is to invest the time, energy,
and resources in training these women for meaningful employment
that offers upward mobility.

As I stated earlier, we have found that everyone has some posi-
tive attributes and skill& Realizing that, we have established sever-
al small businesses utilizing the skills and talents of some of our
residents, who were formerly AFDC recipients.

These businesses are the cooperative food store, the beauty and
barber shop, we have a boutique and other satellite vendors.

There are also plans to establish a cleaners and laundry facili-
ties. Many of these former welfare recipients had no idea that they
could own and operate their business.

All of the components which I have briefly described are attain-
able goals to establish for any self-sufficiency program.

We must dispel many of the myths and assumptions that welfare
mothers only want to have babies and collect a monthly check. We
have reached out to these women and helped them to reach their
full potential. We must also put a strong emphasis on planned par-
enthood with our young people so that they will be able to support
their fami 3s when they are financially able and will not have to
depend on Government entitlement programs

As I first moved to Kenilworth/Parkside, I was 20 years of age
and had five children and was a public welfare recipient. I did not
want to be on public welfare. Because my husband and I separated,
I had no other choice.

At that time I had no marketable skills. I went back to school
and received my high school diploma; then I was being self-moti-
vated and went on to receive an associate of arts degree. I returned

496



491

back to my community and I then began to assist those ladies who
developed these programs to help themselves.

As we called special meetings of those residents for public hous-
ing, both men and women, we found that 99 percent of them did
not want to be on public welfare. We also found that nobody really
wants to be poor.

It is a state of mind, sometimes, that they are placed in because
of the programs that are created to make poor people dependent.

We found that when good training programs were set up locally
in our community that eliminated the transportation problem and
we provided the day care services and we werewe found that
people really were sensitive and cared about their futures and the
directions they took, that gave them back the respect and pride
that they rightfully deserved to have anyway, that they volun-
teered to come into the programs.

The WIN Program has since then joined in with our corporation.
We may have a WIN worker assigned to our development in Kenil-
worth and after she came out there she found that there was more
to it than just reaching a quota.

We have a WIN person and a vocational rehabilitation worker
from our department of human services. We also have a person
that one of the special assistants to the commissioner that volun-
teered to come over to review our program and to see how it actu-
ally functions.

We have a very good relationship with our local government be-
cause we did criticize them constructively but we also showed them
some more alternatives. Our program that we have created now is
beginning to flow over to other public housing properties in Wash-
ington, DC, creating small businesses, setting up properties or em-
ployment offices because there are a lot of jobs that are not publi-
cized in the Washington Post or the Times or have never reached
the employment office.

We know that residents do want jobs and for those that do not
have high educational skill levels they are the first one to admit
that. We do give them a diagnostic examination to find out which
grade level they are functioning and then we begin to work at their
weaknesses to improve them and to upgrade their educational
level.

When we think they are ready we go out and contact private
vendors and have them come in, they speak before the group to let
them know exactly what they are looking for and let them know
which goals they have to meet

We find that this is very successful and it has worked and in
Kenilworth court in the 3 years that we have been managing, we
have reduced our welfare recipients from a total of 85 percent to 35
percent and those statistics can be verified by the Department of
Human Services.

I thank you all for your attention. I will be happy to answer any
questions.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Gray follows:]
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I would like to thank you for giving me the opportunity
to address this committee on such an important topic as
self-sufficiency for women in poverty. It is my wish that
some of the successful approaches that we have implemented at
Kenilworth/Parkside can be replicated on a national basis,
so that we can show _ 2 women a better way of living other
than the vicious cycle of poverty generation after generation.

We have found that the largest obstacle in the way
of most women in poverty isattitudinal, Many of the
women thatvehave assisted in breaking out of the cycle of
welfare, were themselves the products of female headed
mmseholds receiving AFDC and foodstamps and had accepted this
lifestyle as their own fate. One of the first things that
-we try to do,is to convince our residents that their is a
better alternative for themselves and their children other
than relying on government handout programs. We also operate
under the assumption that only a very few women really want
to be on public assistance, and it is our responsibility to
give them the proper guidence and support services to help
them become self-sufficeint. In order to accomplish this lofty
goal of self-sufficiency we have established several programs
at Kenilworth/Parkside which I will briefly describe to you.
These programs are; Day Care, Employment, Skill Training,
and the development of small businesses.

DAY CARE

In order for any women to go to work, attend training,
or educational programs we must first make sure that the
children are in a Safe enviroment and are properly cared for.
One of the first priorities was to establish a Day Care Center
and a network of home day care providers throughout the property.
This allowed not only that safe enviroment for the children of
the women that participate in.the various prograis:
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EMPLOYMENT

Another crucial component in our approach for women
reaching self-sufficiency, was the establishment of our
own employment center located on the property. Our basic
assumption here is that everyone has positive attributes
and skills, of which we must make them cognizant. Our
employment-specialist together with her clients establishes
goals, and developes a strategy that will strengthen the
persons weaknesses and build on their positive attributes.
I feel that our employment office has been so successful
because our workers are more sensitive to the needs of our
residents and unlike the government operated employment
offices have more time to invest in counseling and career
planning.

SKILL TRAINING

In order for anyone to become self-sufficient they
must have a marketable skill that allows them to break
out of a life of poverty: Most government programs$,in
particular WINN does not provide the proper incentie or
self-esteem to become self-sufficient. These programs seem
more interested in making sure their quotas are fullfilled
than providing women with a good marketable skill. For example
the WINN program trains most AFDC recipients to clean buildings,
work in laundries, and other jobs that pay minimum wage or
do not allow any kind of upward mobility. Generally these
jobs pay just enough money to make these women ineligible
for AFDC and medicaid, but not enough to break the cycle
of poverty. Many of these women who take these jobs find
themselves unable to afford medical insurance or the high
cost of food, therefonethey find it more advantageous for
them to go back on the welfare:rolls.

We have established training programs in professions that
do not assume the only thing a welfare mother can do is clean
an office building but in area that provide some upward mobility.
Some of these programs are plaltering, painting, plumbing and
minor electrical repair. Although many of our women are not ready
initially to enter these programs we prepare them by offering
GED and other educational programs. I feel very strongly that
the key to any government sponsored self-sufficiency programs
is to invest the time, energy and resources in training these
women for meaningful employment that offers upward mobility.
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SMALL BUSINESSES

As I stated early, we have found that everyone has some
positive attributes and skills. Realizing this we have
established several small businesses utilizing the skills
and talent of some of our residents, who were formly AFDC
recipients. These businesses are the cooperative food store,
Barber and Beauty Salon, Boutique and other satellite vendors.
There are also plans to establish a cleaners and laundry
facilities. Many of these former welfare recipients had
no idea that they could own and operate their own business.

All of the components which I have briefly described
are attain able goals to establish for any self-sufficiency
program. We must dispell many of the myths and assumptions
that welfare mothers only want to have nabies and collect a monthly
check. We must reach out to these women and help them to reach
their full potential. We must also put a strong emphasis on
planned parenthood with our young people so that they will
be able to support their families when they are financially
able and will not have-to depend on government entitlement
programs.

Thank you for attention and I would be happy to answer
any of your questions.
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STATEMENT OF CICERO WILSON, RESIDENT FELLOW AND DI-
RECTOR, NEIGHBORHOOD REVITALIZATION PROJECT, AMERI-
CAN ENTERPRISE INSTITUTE

Mr. WILSON. I would like to submit my testimony after this hear-
ing this afternoon.

Mr. WEISS. Without objection, the record will be kept open for
that.

Mr. WILSON. Thank you very much. Please note that the views I
will present are my own and do not necessarily represent those of
the American Enterprise Institute. It has been my good fortune to
have the opportunity to study many efforts across the country by
indigenous grassroot leaders such as Kimi Gray who are trying to
combat poverty. Although we went out to Kenilworth to look at an
innovative educational/college assistance program, we subsequent-
ly undertook a 3-year longitudinal study. During that 3-year period,
the residents took over the management of their public housing
property, and we observed many of the impacts that resulted. For
example, the residents reduced crime by 75 percent. There was a
tremendous drop in the teen birth rate and a tremendous drop in
welfare dependency.

My first comment is based on looking at what the Kenilworth
residents have done over the last 4 years. As you address the issue
of self-sufficiency, it would be a mistake for this committee not to
consider other weapons that are at your disposal to deal with the
income needs of low-income women and AFDC recipients.

A major reason why Kenilworth has been able to have such tre-
mendous impact on poverty rates is because they are using alterna-
tive job flows.

They are not just using AFDC and JTPA and WIN. In fact, be-
cause of Kimi's experience with WIN, they did not waste their time
going in that direction.

They have, however, developed job creation activities through
many of the HUD funds. Their resident manageme t corporation is
a contract that is fueled through moneys that flow with HUD.

We need to look at other ways to generate jobs through Federal
programs. More specifically, we need to explore public housing con-
struction and renovation. The construction and renovation that is
done within the low-income housing field should be a target, for
some self-sufficiency efforts. When we try to do that, we are con-
fronted by Davis-Bacon.

Davis-Bacon prohibits many local residents from participating in
many of the jobs that are generated by construction in distressed
communities. In most construction operations, 60 percent of every
dollar is spent to pay labor wages, but because of the Davis-Bacon
requirement, there are very few opportunities for low-income
women to participate in the modernization that takes place.

The case of Kenilworth/Parkside, however, is a rare instance
where the administration hss really backed Kimi Gray to be the
construction manager on her $13.2 million modernization grants.

You can imagine, given both their track record and their estab-
lished setup, the impact that this construction is going to have on
further reducing AFDC participation at Kenilworth /Parkside.
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I think it is very important that we not look only at WIN, AFDC
and JTPA but that we also look specifically at the HUD programs
to see how we can generate jobs and opportunities for employment
through those funds. To do so will take some real attention on the
part of Congress because as HUD programs are currently struc-
tured, they are tied up in regulatory knots.

The second point I would like to make is that while I think the
ET Choices Program is a very excellent program, I would hope that
Congress would not be duped into saving the entire WIN structure
as it is now implemented in this country, because of one exemplary
model in one State.

I do think the WIN funds should be preserved, but they should
be preserved to do programs like those that are going to be present-
ed today, by representatives from Massachusetts and other States.
In the past, Congress has held hearings, heard from an exemplary
project or two in several States, and then enabled 48 other States
to go off and do the same dumb things they have been doing for a
while.

To repeat this mistake would be a tragedy because those re-
sources are desperately needed to do things that work. Kimi Gray
is doing programs that work, and some of the other States are
doing exemplary programs, but not every program in every State
works.

Please do not save WIN to continue the type of poor performance
we have had in the past. I think the administration is on target
when it puts some pressure in this area, but I think that it is im-
portant that you recognize that those resources really should be di-
rected at more effective strategies.

The third point I would like to make is that the way that work-
fare has been characterized in Washington is probably inaccurate.
The coercive aspects of workfare that are sold in Washington are
not really the way the programs are implemented on the ground in
the States.

Many of the States have tried to introduce some element of
choice and some element of encouragement into their workfare
program. Many workfare programs look like the ET Choices Pro-
gram but without the supportive services and without the network
with the private sector. In practice, many of the programs foster
and project attitudes that are very similar to the attitudes that are
embodied in the ET Choices Program. Let me put it this way, I be-
lieve the administration is off base to force the coercive elements of
workfare when coercion is not what is really making the workfare
programs that are achieving some success work.

Most of the States will tell you that many welfare recipients in
our cities are participating because they see it as an opportunity.
They do not see it as a punitive measure.

The program is introduced to them by saying, "There are going
to be these requirements coming down, but we would like to give
you an opportunity to get into something meaningful."

The other point I would make in connection with this is. that any
workfare program that places a woman in a deadend, minimum
wage job that is not slated to develop her potential and encourage
her progress sets the stage for the same type of process that causes
many women to come into the welfare system in the first place.
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If you look at the statistics, many women on welfare were once
employed. They had a catastropheeither the death of a spouse, a
separation, a divorce, an abandonment, a serious illness, the loss of
a job, or the birth of a child.

As a result of that catastrophe, they ended up moving into the
welfare system. Especially in view of Mr. Armey's questions cf Gov-
ernor Dukakis, I think that it is important that we recognize that
there are different welfare populations.

Mr. WEISS. Can you hold the thought right there?
Mr. WILSON. OK.
Mr. WEISS. That is the second bell. We have a vote on the floor.

We will break for about 10 or 12 minutes. We will come back.
Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Chairman, if I might just make a statement be-

cause I am going to have to go to some other duties and I am afraid
I will not get back before this panel is finished.

Mr. WEISS. Well, I do not want to put off his testimony to have
questions at this point.

Mr. ARMEY. No; I just wanted to make the observation that I had
taken a group of Members of Congress out to Kenilworth and have
seen the job that Kimi and her residents are doing. Since I am sure
that I will not be able to say this when the testimony is over, I just
wanted to say I am glad to see you today, Kimi.

If you have not visited Kenilworth, I think you should to see
what they are doing.

Mr. WEISS. With that, we will break for about 10 minutes.
[Recess taken.]
Mr. WEISS. All right the Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Re-

lations and Human Resources is now back in session. If everybody
will make themselves comfortable, we can proceed. Before we go
further, let me take note of the fact that our distinguished col-
league, Mr. Conyers, on the subcommittee, is with us in addition to
Mr. Rowland.

Mr. Wilson, we told you to hold your thought at a particular
point. You can now pick it up and continue as you will.

Mr. WILSON. What I was saying i& that there are different wel-
fare populations, and I think it is very important in structuring
any self-sufficiency program that we recognize, that there are a
continuation of needs that have to be addressed.

The programs that are being talked about today cover that broad
spectrum. The first two levels of the spectrum are composed of
highly educated and highly skilled women who find themselves on
welfare through personal misfortune and with the proper amount
of placement assistance, can get off of AFDC fairly rapidly.

One of the participants here this morning from Massachusetts
stated she was on welfare for 31/2 years and it took a week and a
half to get her placed. One of our priorities has to be on finding
and identifying this type of talent trapped in welfare.

More attention has to be spent focused on the welfare trap
rather than on the welfare cheat. The third level within the wel-
fare population consists of people who need training and need edu-
cation, but they are willing and able to respond when offered edu-
cation and training.

It is very important that the administration clarify its language.
Reading their proposal, I was not sure whether or not they were
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saying, "we do not want education and training to be a part of this
new initiative that they are pushing." I think it would be a mis-
take not to include education and training. Without it, I think you
would lose the ability to rapidly respond to about 30 percent of
your AFDC population, the proportion that you could move fairly
quickly through short-term training and education programs and
into the work force.

There are two other populations that basically are stuck: Women
who have atrophied within the system and women who suffer from
substance abuse or severe depression. I think the ma t dramatic ex-
ample I have encountered came up when I was interviewing
women at Kenilworth. I talked to three women: one was 35, one
was 48, and another was in her late fifties. All three women had
just had their children reach 18 years of age and, therefore, all
three women were no longer eligible for Ar'DC.

They had not worked for 10 to 18 years while they had been on
AFDC. The system had encouraged them to sit there and atrophy.
What I am saying is that you are going to need to do more than

Youput
women in that situation in front of a placement officer.

You are going to need to do more than just provide them with an
educational and training opportunity. They will need additional
supports.

When you are searching for ways to reduce welfare expenditures,
you can deal with those top two groups and get a tremendous sav-
ings quickly and there would be money enough to deal with the
other groups that need extensive supportive servicte15.

The last point I will make is that you do need to have some pres-
sure within the system to deal with people who fall below those top
three groups to sort of jolt them out of the depressed lethargy that
they are in.

They have to see a concrete opportunity. In some cases they need
a firm push and for someone to say, "Here are some opportunities I
am going to make available to you."

How that is done is very critical: It can be done so that choices
are involved or it can be done in such a way that it is seen as a
punitive measure. In Washington, conservatives, unfortunately,
often like to sell the punitive "put the lazy welfare cheat to work."
approach. That approach does not respond to the needs of the
people who can move most quickly out of the welfare system.

The value of the Kenilworth example is that it demonstrates
that the community can provide very effective pressure.

When you have former welfare recipients heading up the resi-
dent management council or heading up the housing administra-
tion office at Kenilworth, it is very difficult for a fellow resident
who is on welfare and depressed to say, "I cannot do it." They are
talking to women who live in their community who have done it.
The women who did it had the help of other folks and support
groups. Successes like those at Kenilworth show us that it is impor-
tant that self-sufficiency programs be structured in ways that do
help individuals out of poverty but do not then leave ghettos intact.

We must build on existing structures. For example, the way that
you provide day care is important. You can do that in the way that
Kimi Gray has done it so that it provides jobs for residents and
support networks for a large number of welfare-dependent women
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in a clustered situation or you can do it outside of the community
where women will not get those jobs and that support.

I would like to thank everyone for the opportunity to address
this group. Other people are going to testify on other issues.

One of the most important issues is women as entrepreneurs. To
put it harshly, in the past liberals have seen the poor as basket
cases. Therefore they thought that you had to provide some sort of
a safety net to maintain them in poverty. Conservatives also saw
the poor as basket cases but to conservatives the moral thing was
not to waste Federal dollars on them because they would not re-
spond.

Both positions are way off base. Many of the reforms that are
being talked about, both by the administration and in Congress,
fail to recognize that there are different populations. The only real
way to bring about welfare reform is to help those people who can
move hard and fast out of the welfare system by providing the
types of programs that were described by Massachusetts. In addi-
tion, the other types of supportive services must be provided to
people who are sort of mired in depression.

My one real gut feeling on this subject arises from the time when
my father was stricken with a severe case of hypertension. I was 14
and my mother had been a housewife staying home, raising us. She
was forced to choose from three options: going on welfare, cleaning
people's homes, or trying to find some sort of quick employment
and training that would give her the skills to get into the work
force.

Fortunately, there was a manpower program available. We strug-
gled through the period of time when she was not working. We just
borrowed from within the family and used the workmen's compen-
sation to survive on until she completed her training. It was very
interesting that she did have to do odd jobs because of the incon-
sistency with which employment and training programs were pro-
vided even in that day. They were in place one year and not in
place the next year.

There must be a solid opportunity structured in order for most
people to do it. My gut reaction to this issue is that there are a lot
of people who want to get out of welfare traps but we must provide
them with an opportunity ladder. We do not have to push them up
that ladder; they can propel themselves. Thank you very much.

Mr. WEISS. Thank you very much, Mr. Wilson.

STATEMENT OF LAWRENCE M. idEAD, :SSOCIATE PROFESSOR,
DEPARTMENT OF POLITICS, NEW YORK UNIVERSITY

Mr. MEAD. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I have been re-
searching welfare programs for about 10 years and especially work
requirements and their role in dealing with welfare dependency.

My general view is that an element of work obligation is indis-
pensable to successful work programs. Much as we would like, it
does not seem possible to deal with dependency on a large scale
with a strictly benefit-oriented program that simply provides train-
ing and choices of the kind we saw this morning.

It seems to me there has to be a definite work obligation, but at
the same time. this can be a constructive thing. It does not have to
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be viewed as punitive. In fact, the import of my research is almost
the opposite: It is programs that are permissive and undemanding
that are in fact the most negative toward the client.

At the same time, if we had a work obligation, we do have to
have adequate services to make it possible for women to go to
work. I would certainly have questions about the administration's
proposals to do away with the WIN Program. Despite its limita-
tions, it has provided services, such as job placement and day care
which people certainly need in order to go to work. If the recipients
are to

people
obligated, in other words, the Government must also be

ob gated to provide the support that they need.
e way to look at the welfare work problem is not simply as a

matter of service or a matter of saving money, which tend to be the
perspectives of left and right. Rather, I would see it in It contrac-
tual way, a case of mutual obligation where the recipients assume
an obligation to work or prepare for work seriously and at the
same time the Government provides necessary support.

First of all, I think we have to recognize hat nonwork is a seri-
ous problem in the welfare population. There appear to be a great
number of welfare adults who are not in any obvious way unem-
ployable and yet, for various reasons, are not actually working.

Only about a quarter of AFDC mothers are in the labor force,
that is working or looking for work. Whereas, for all the divorced
and separated mothers, the proportion is well over half. This cre-
ates a problem of an economic kind in that poverty is much more
prevalent than it would be if there were more work among this
group.

Mr. WEISS. Would you pull the mike closer to you.
Mr. Mn.EA I am sorry. It is also a political problem in that the

lack of work on welfare has become a serious impediment to any
further or better programming for the poor.

The attempt to promote work and services had been the domi-
nant tendency in Congress. What we hear from groups dealing

iwith the poor is that if there were more day care, more; jab's, more
transportation and other services, then suddenly the work barriers
would be eliminated and people would go to work. These views are
not without substance. Yet, the research on these barriers has not
proven that any of them are really decisive. In the area that I
know best, New York City, the staff of the WIN-Program does not
say that day care is a major constraint on moving people intonto jobs.

As far as jobs go, there are many reasons to think that in most
cities, jobs of at least a menial low paid kind are fairly widely
available. I think the major political question facing welfare work
is why exactly those jobs should not be taken by welfare recipients.
That is a question I think everyone has to answer who is involved
in this question.

Why should people be required to work? Essentially, because we
have strong interests in the welfare class going to work for their
own benefit and because of the social interest in integration.

We cannot count, any longer, on self-interest being a sufficient
motivation for people to take most of the available jobs. It may
well be true that in the very rich labor market like Massachusetts,
as we heard this morning, a purely voluntary approach will suffice
to move a large number of welfare people into jobs.
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But, in most areas, the jobs that most people of this kind can
qualify for are fairly rudimentary, often unskilled, often unpleas-
ant, and there is no reason to varnish that reality in any way.

What it means is that you cannot guarantee meaningful jobs to
the welfare class as a whole. This is simply not possible. But the
next thing to say is there is no reason why we should have to.

A lot of Americans not on welfare do rather unpleasant jobs
every day, and I might add, so do a lot of immigrants and aliens
who have entered the country recently. It is not obv?..ous to me why
availaUe jobs should not be obligatory. The real issue in welfare
work is not whether jobs are available but whether recipients
should have to take them.

In general, welfare work programs have not exerted very great
authority in the direction of acquiring work. Only about a third of
AFDC recipients have to register, even have to register with the
WIN Program, and of those only about a third have to do anything
active in order to retain their benefits.

The history of WIN and other programs of this kind, however,
shows that their ability to move people into work increases as their
authority increasesauthority to require that they do something
active.

My own studies of the WIN Program show that the degree of ob-
ligation that the recipients face actually to do somethingparticir.
pateis the major determinant of whether they go to workmore
important than the local labor market, the number of jobs, the
skills of the client, or the amount of money spent on them. All of
those things are important but they are less important in motivat-
ing work than simply the degree of work expectation facing the cli-
ents.

Politically we are inclined to say that work tests mean forcing
people to work in a coercive, negative manner. But, I found actual-
ly the reverse is the case. The effective WIN Programs are very
positive about work and about the client. They insist on employ-
ment exactly because they believe the clients can work.

The clients pick this up and they go to work. They seldom resist
the work obligation once it is made clear.

I think the resistance comes predominantly from people who are
one step above the clients themselves, who are leaders of groups or
advocates for them. They resist very strongly the idea of obligation.
But the ,-';onts themselves accept it in principle. Wn know from re-
search mai, ie welfare class, as a whole, wants very strongly to
work. They very much want to get off welfare and escape poverty.
The problem rather is that Government has been very hesitant to
make that obligation very real to them.

I think the way to imagine how the effective programs work at
the local level is to think of something we all understand, the
image of a nun in the parochial school, teaching in the city, dealing
with students who may not be very well prepared for school. Nuns
are traditionally demanding of the student. But exactly because
they have the student's best interests at heart. Effective employ-
ment staffs are very similar to that. But they need the support of
public authority in order to do their job.

What all this means is that, in principle, we should have work-
fare in AFDC. There is no way to avoid a clear-cut work obligation.
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But at the same time, I would agree with other spokesmen that
workfare does not have to mean a punitive or negative focus on
taking street sweeping jobs whose sole purpose is to recoup the
costa of the welfare grant. Workfare can well involve training It
can well involve placement in the private sector. The one necessity
is that none of these alternatives involve an evasion of work obliga-
tion.

The thing we must not do is to allow people to enter training in-
stead of working. We should say to the employable whom we are
obligating to work, establish a work history in the jobs that are
availb ind then after 6 months to a year, then we will train you
for something good.

We tend to say available jobs are deadend. Well, what we mean
is that the given job a person enters is deadend. That job does not
have a career ladder or guaranteed pay raises. But if you establish
a work record in that job you can then get a different job that does
have some prospects. You could become a truckdriver or something
that involves much better pay and opportunity. So the image of
workfare is unnecessarily negative and unnecessary simplistic.

I think if discussed in Washington, it can involve a range of op-
tions but all of them must involve a clear obligation to do some-
thing positive in return for one's benefits.

We should look closely at the administration proposals to do
away with the WIN Program. I think a more sensible approach
might well be to combine the WIN Program with its private sector
job search emphasis with a public sector workfare dimension.
Workfare would give greater credibility to the WIN approach. We
would have some public jobs awaiting those who do not, for what-
ever reason, accept private sector jobs. They would, therefore, know
that the work obligation is serious. My research suggests that if
you make that obligation clear to people at the start of the pro-
gram it is not necessary to force them to work later. They tend to
accept private sector jobs and satisfy the work obligation that way.

For those who do not, however, we should make clear that the
Government job is waiting for them. So I think if we approach wel-
fare work in the manner as involving the recompense to society in-
volving a mutual obligation to the recipient and to Government,
then we might get somewhere.

Especially with the element of the welfare population, to which
Mr. Wilson has referred, those who do not have any immediate em-
ployability in attractive jobs, but who can, in effect, function in less
attractive jobs.

Without making that obligation serious, I do not think we are
likely to do much about dependency. Thank you very much.

Mr. WEISS. Thank you very much, Mr. Mead. Because of-the like-
lihood of votes being called anytime, we are going to apply the 5-
minute rule and I am going to use my 5 minutes by asking Ms.
Gray and Mr. Wilson if they would like to comment on the state-
ment that Mr. Mead made as to what their reaction to it is. What-
ever way you choose, if you choose to do so, Ms. Gray?

[The prepared statement of Mr. Mead follows:] -
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I sat an Associate Professor of Politics at Nov York University. I have been studying and
writing about weltere and employment programs for tea years. In thie testimony I will address
mandatary work programs connected to welfare. especially the Work loaner. (WIN) program.
the Community Work Esperien co Programs (CWEP) that have roplac ?IN in some states, and the
Administration's current proposals.

I think the main challenge in welfare policy is to strengthen work obligations for the
employable. These requirements most become Waite. not Oat hypeastical, in the sum manner
as tax mama In principle. I favor workfare. At the same time, the purpose direst program
should not be punitive. not simply to cut cuts or keep recipients off the rolls. Monts must naive
the swims and support they stud in order to work. For this In need a national work program.
Work norms and programming should remain a federal matter, not to be delegated to the stain.

LIIIENIEMILDNICAngli

Everyone admits that work is central to the poverty problem today. Compared to 30 years ago.
very fey families are poor that have working members. Most of today's poor live in families
headed by welfare mothers, few of whoa wort. or by unskilled men with irregular work histories.
It is difficult to imagine less poverty and dependency in America miss* these low-skilled adults
work more regularly.

The critical realization we need is that work must be nivirel if away of the dependent are
to work consistently. The tradition in social policy has been to explain &cavort by searching for
"barriers" that keep the poor from employment. No doubt. this committee will heir from many
advocate groups that more welfare recipients would work if only government provided more
public jobs, child cars, training, or transportation. Mese claims, though never without substance.
are much less compelling today than they were twenty or even ton years ago.

Supposedly, jobs are unavailable to the poor and unskilled. Nut unemployment, for all
Americans, has bows* incraasingly voluntary. Thetis. iobseokors are not commonly idle because
jobs are literally esarsilabfr. in the manner of the Depression. Whir. the available jobs are
amascreptai/e because they do not meet social norms for the "good" or "decent job. Many are

unpleasant. or low -paid, positions in the service economy.

Measured unemployment has risen sharply since the late 1910s in spite of massive job
creation in the same period. The reason, on the whole, is not a "mismatch" between demanding
jobs and unskilled jobseekers. Even in a 'high tech' economy, jobs demanding low and moderate
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skills predominate.' Economic studies show that most joblessness among the low - stilled is duo to
high turnover in low-paid jobs, not lack of jobs. And the presence In the country dense 5 to 10
million Illegal aliens shows that ley-skilled work. for *sample In restaurants and other service
jobs. is available.

Research has failed to show that there is a large. unmet need for puhlic17-provided child
cars. Most mothers who seriously want to work are able. and even prefer, to arrange can
Informally with friends or relatives rather than send their children to day can centers? In
welfare. the government already pays for child care. even when it does not provide centers.
During my studies of TIN in Nov York State and New York City. very few staff suggested that

insufficient child are vas a serious constraint on their plating welfare mothers in jobs. Only if
work levels rose sharply would there be a shortage. As for training. federal programs have not
shown either that they can raise the skills or clients very much or that it is necessary to do so to
achieve work. On the contrary, the succesentl programs raise their clients' earnings mainly by
motivating them to work Non lours In the kind of sedimentary jobs they can already pt. not
by qualifying then for letter' jobs.

But if conditions pnerally permit work for the lov-skilled, they seldom assure IL
Government and the underground economy have provided the poor alternatives to accepting
ordinary low-wags jobs. They can either subsist on welfare. Unemployment Insurance, or other
benefits. or they can work "off the books' In jobs that pg.-them more than they could earn

legally. Some conservatives would like to eliminate these options by abolishing the programs and
stamping out the illegal economy. but both are distant prospects.

This means in practice that work cannot be motivated for a large part of the dependent
without connecting the requirement in some way to their benefits. That Is the way federal
welfare policy has tended for the last 20 years. The requirements to work, or look for work.
attached to AFDC. food stamps, and Unemployment Insurance are as yet mild for for most
recipients . but they can show us the potential that firmer requirements might have to Increase
work levels. YIN, when first enacted in 1967, had little authority even to register employable
recipients, let alone make them work. But after Congress defined the employable and made them
register in 1971. job entries in YIN jumped sharply. In CRP. AFIrrecipiants can be squired

Robert Samuelson, 'The Old Labor Force and the Nev job Market,' Natioss/ Awes!, February
26. 1985. pp. 426-31. In New York City, a hive of the new information economy, the proportion of
all jobs that were low-skilled fell only one point. from 58 to 57 percent, between 1972 and 1981:
xeThomas Bailey and Roger Taldinger. 'A Skills Mismatch In New York's Labor Market,` NIX
York Affairs, vol. 8. no. 3 (Fall 1984). pp. 3-18.

2 For summaries of research to this effect, see Suzanne H. lfoobey. 'Pied-Piper Politics and the
Child-Care Debate." Psedsks. vol 106, no. 2 (Spring 1977), pp. 127-45. and B. Bruce-Briggs. "'Child
Cart'. The Fiscal rime Bomb," The Public Interest, no 49 (Fall 1977). pp. 87-102.
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act ally to work as a condition of support. and la seas steles this has led to sharp increases in
work levels. la the San Diego project studied by the Manpower Demonstration Research

Corporation, the proportion of map eats working has risen M to 4D percent **ate, sad there
have been corresponding increues La earnings"

My ova studies of WIN show that the degree of obligation to work levied by a local office is
the male determinant of whether redpients vortmere importanten average than the
background of the clients. the services gives le then. or the faverability of the lead labor market.

Effective WIN ineistent17 convey the work obligation le clients through their adainistrative
procedures as well as through their 'aerial latercheages with clients. The key to welfare work.
above all, is requiring that high proportions of the employable recipients participate in some

active, demanding way in the Program, whether it be la training, job search, government jobs.or
some other activity. Once this obligation is dear to clients, they often go to work on their ma.

Politically we tend to assume that forceful work progress mist be punitive. but the reverse
is more nearly the case. Effective WIN offices tend to take a positive view of both work sad their

clients. Their swage is that work is obligatory, but leis also a good thing for the recipients, as

good as the benefits welfare gives. The recipients ate expected to wort tautly because they are
able to. The ineffective *Mos, on the century. were more negative &swell as more passive.
They failed to enforce work because they did not Mien it, sad because they doubted their clients
could ever amount to anytking.4

Kea tubas has chronicled the tendency of the seriously unemployed to succumb tO a
'welfare mentality: They want to work. but they believe that they cannot until government
assumes most of the burdens of work for them. by providing them special jobs, training. child
can, and so on .5 The natural tendency of government is** try to meet these needs. But
as long u programs. however well-meaning, offer nothing but benefits sad services. they will

never obtain the commitment from their clients that is indefensible to make real work happen.
The responsibility for achieving work and overcoming dependency cannot be all government's.
Neither is It the recipient's. Rather, it must be shored between the program and the client. For
that firmer work obligations are ladispensible.

3 Barbers Goldman et el.. riatintsino&TheisaliggejoklonakAadiukfunigiat
Dminonserdion, (New York: Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation, March PM).

4 burnt* M. liesd:Espectations and Welfare Work: WIN in New York City: Policy Studies
Roller, vol. 2, no. 4 (May 193), pp. 64S-62. and -Expectations and Welfare Work: WIN in Nov
York State: Polity. vol. IS, no. 2 (winter 1913 ).

5 Len MMus, The Underclass (New York: Random House, 1982).
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11ANATIONALERDIASH.

If the employable are required to work, however. government is equally obliged to provide
them with the services and other support they need in order to hold jobs. Work requirements must
not be administered in a negative spirit that uses work only as punishment or se a way to save
money.

The Reagan Administration has proposed to 63 sway with TIN and rely on other programs.
Including the social services block grant, to provide the employment services recipients need. In
view of the other demands on these programs, the funding would probably be less than WIN
provided. and even that was insufficient to serve all the employable in AFDC. Serious work
programs could legitimately save money in the long term, by keeping the unmotivated off welfare
and recouping grant money from clients' earnings. Nut in the short run, putting more welfare
mothers to work means higher spending for child care (even If mothers arrange their own).
government jobs (in the case of workfare). other services. and staff.

Another reason for expense is simply the arduous process of implementing work programs.
The task is inherently complicated, because a complex of agencies is involved in every locality
welfare offices, the Employment Service, training programs. To date, work requirements have
largely been an exercise in symbolic politics. They promise obeisance to the work ethic, but they
seldom have the authority or resources to enforce it. It has taken WIN nearly 20 years to amass
even the limited authority it has For serious work enforcement, those programs must be built, or
rebuilt, all over the country. For that funding must be raised at least somewhat, though the cost
would still be small compared to grant spending in AFDC.

The Administration has also proposed to mandate CRP. In principle that is good, since
workfare can help mate the work obligation more definite. However, since CWEP varies widely in
its requirements, to mandate it would effectively put an end to national standards in welfare work.
WIN, for all its faults, at least defined employability, benefits, and penalties in s consistent way
nationwide Work requirements are too important to be delegated. They are among the obligations
that effectively decide whit citizenship means in this country. For that reason, they have always
been highly sensitive and have been decided by Congress The proper course is indeed to mandate
CWEP. but to do so with adequate funding and national 'Ancients.

The Reagan proposals betray an ambivalence at the heart of American conservatismthe
desire both to cut back government and to use it for conservative ends. The Administration has
both reduced eligibility and spending for welfare and tried to toughen work tests. The aim is a
smaller but a more authoritative welfare state. While both policies have been constructive, they
are increasingly in tension. In the long run. I believe, the effort to make welfare less permissive
is more important than the effort to trim its costs.
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In any event. MEP would probably not simply replace WIN. Workfare in any practicable

form would be. to a great extent. WIN renamed. Whatever work program one lesbian, from
Washington. the work minion will in practice be carried out by much the sue complex of
welfare. employment. and training Institutions at the local level. Upbmilding these agencies in

vital: Ills not achieved simply by passing laws In Congress.

Moreover. the best welfare work program would probably be a combination of WIN-style job

search and CWEP workf are. The import of my studies is that to elevate iserticijostioa swiss
among the employable In work activities is much more Important than to insist on one particular
activity. such as workfare jobs. Vane welfare clients have to participate in training and job

A - search. more will go to work even without a hard-sadfast workfare requirement. Sint* most
adult recipients want to work In principle. they seldom resist the work lean such. TWIG:* ellen
willing to take available jobs once the obligation is clear. And of course. activities the .101111
placement in the private sector cost less than government jobs. The optimal program would
probably provide Waning to a few clients. Intensive job placement for the majority, then
workfare jobs for the reluctant few who declined to take available jobs within, say, 30 to 90 days.
The Administration's detailed proposal for CWEP, I understand, would be much like this.

IILDECRETERMALI

What specifically would it require to mandate work In welfare but also sake it possible? I

would emphasize the following:

LIkruinathienhilitYmnreirigiUM by towering the 6P of youngest child avhicti
*other becomes subject to work requirements from i (as in WIN) to 3 (as in CWEP).6

Z,Mandsang(gre In principle in AFDC and food stamps. but In a forte combining job
search with government jobs. It might be politic to confine the requirement to new
applicants and 'grandfather" existing recipients.

1,11Andwitticingijok In the new program by requiring administrators. on pain of fiscal
sanctions, to work actively with at least half the employable recipients (versus 13 percent
In WIN). lacrosse spending at least enough to do this.

Literati:icier other ant ruin that new often allow recipients to escape the wort test. The
administrative stages required for adjudication might be reduced. and mothers might be
required In normal circumstances to arrange their own child care rather than relying on
welfare (though government would still pay for It).

S. Define as it is in WIN and CWEP. to include all legal , ainintua-
vege jobs. even Hanalei. The work test is meaningless If recipients can decline 'dirty"
jobs that many nondependent people do every day.

6 In view of the plague of illegitimacy on welfare. Congress might wish to consider differentiating
between married and unmarried mothers, the latter to face a more immediate work obligation.
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Of Mess points. the mess important is certainly the third. The imperitiu in welfare work.
above every:Ids' else. is le make It less symbolic. The real scandal la AFDC is no longer fraud and
abuse. It is Malady about a third wen of the employable recipients hue to do uything more
than lust sign up with the work agency. Wass higher proportion than this are actuall7
roguing lo ifu something in return fat support, the wort requirement can do little for them. or
for the taxpayer.

naullIECIMUR

Theattempt to combine serious wort obligations with an adequate national program amounts
to what I calla dric approach Is the welfare problem.

Tdditionally. Washington has *preached welfare es a problem In sods/ an/at or
ICISAIIICS Either we treat Ie kelp people et we want to site money. Liberals persist in
believing that some new benefit muftis* wW at lest beak the dependent free to vett, when It
la become dear that requirements are necessary. Conservatives persist in trying Is shriek the
she of government when the problem in welfare is more its straissirssess than its scale.

Instead, our model should be the IRS or the Social Security Adialabtration. Work must be
understood in essirsetsrs/ terms. It is aa obligation that employable recipients owe society Is
rerun for public support. It should be presented to them, neither sea benefit or a punishment.
but as a duty that society expects sib setter of course, just as it tues cilium and workers for
other government benefits.

Liberals increasingly napalms the sensitivity of work. Ryas, for maple. a safer reason
why the Nixon and Carter welfare reform plan: wore not enactedtheir "work requirements" for
employable recipients were not credible. Thence 1st only about IS percent of welfare mothers
work, while over half of other single mother:do. sin; ply cannot be explained aviy. Hy
Usuiega 'I employable recipients have to take available jobs? Until liberals come up with an
answer, there will be no further progressive programming for the poor-Sow !bud analysts
who formerly opposed work requirements in welfare are now reedy to contemplate them, if only
to deend the welfare state from further attack from the right.*

7 Among them are Henry Aaron of The Brookings Institution and Sheldon Danaiger of the Institute
for Research on Poverty at the University of Wisconsin.
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&Never, many liberals still uuderstand work programs or incentives simply u another kind
of benefit, to be added to the cub, health, and other benefits that the peer already naive! This
misses the moral and political point. Welfare work is first and formulae eAllgaties. not
another right. It upniec a claim by society on Us:, recipients rather than the ether way around.

Conservatives. for their part, favor work tests mainly to reduce the scope of welfare and save
money. While the requirements can legitimatat have this effect. they cheap the character of
welfare more than its scope. And this is what Mt. public wants. The desire to help the needy
remains strong. even in a conservative age. The Anode: upset over walrus is mainly ever abuses
like sonwork and nonpayment of child support, not expense or dependency as such. Polls indicate
that Americans would be willing to pay even arts for welfare if, in return. the employable
would really work steadily.

Acconlingly, serious work requirements would be a service to equality in Andric*, not
simply economy. Wort is among the common obligations of citizenship. Those who have no
obligations will always be petitioners, dependent on charity, no natter how high government
raises their incomes. by assuring that the dependent have equal obligations, awe!! as rights.
work-oriented welfare program: can help to integrate them into mainstrusa American

7
4k

A

See. for instance. Sar A. Levitan and Clifford M. Johnson. kneeled the Safety Wet: Ravioli's thi
Promise of Oosoetunitv in Amsda (Cambridp, Mess.: Ballinger. 1914).

9 Lawrence *Mood. BandlaWastaialuilesiablismitudasintrAgeaim York: The
Free Press. 1113). This book. to be published this fall, expands and documents the above analysis in
more detail. ii
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Ms. GRAY. Yes, in speaking with Mr. Mead, during intermission,
we do differ on some of his concepts in that, when you speak about
mandatory workfare, it is not for the people. People do not want to
be forced into anything. We find that the workfare program found
very menial jobs.

What they have a tendency to do, when I say they, I mean the
Government's tendency to do in Washington, DC, is to try to make
all attempts to reach quotas.

They are not about finding persons jobs that will make them end
up being self-sufficient. It is not about marketable skills, it is not
about putting them into a job or workfare where they work for
their check but they will be placed in a program where they will
eventually be brought on as a permanent employee, but just to get,
them off the welfare roll at that time. That is what they have been
doing.

That is why the WIN Program is so much rejected. Even the
workfare program what they do to recipients is very humiliating.
They put you in a big room. When receiving a welfare check each
month that is somewhat private. You get your check, no one knows
you have received it, you go cash it and get your money.

With the workfare program it is very humiliating, very much so.
I know, I have been through the WIN Program and that was very
humiliating. As I explained to Mr. Mead earlier, nowhere do they
want to educate the recipients. They want to merely put them in
very mediocre positions where they are endless.

Regardless of your academic background there are some persons
that are forcibly put into the workfare programs that are not func-
tionally illiterates and where there are persons of that type, in-
stead of being put in the workfare program, they should be re-
ferred to the vocational rehabilitation program where they can re-
ceive some additional academic help so they can receive market-
able skills.

But the Government does not see that. They keep placing dollars
and cents on human beings. It is the same way with HUD. I itell
them they deal with brick and mortar instead of the people in
public housing. That is why moneys keep being placed back at
public housing to refurbish it.

With the welfare rolls they deal with dollars and cents and
quotas so therefore they do not deal with the people themselves.

For persons that are functionally illiterate, you refer them to
vocational rehabilitation. They will receive the type of help they
need to raise their academic levels so they can receive workable
skills.

The day care is mandatory because no mother can actually go
out here and work in peace on any type of job, not knowing that
her children are sufficiently taken care of.

Mr. Mead has spoken in reference to job placement through the
Government. I concur with Mr. Wilson. There are job creations and
that is what we have attempted to do in Kenilworth.

When we requested and went after the $13.2 million we were
awarded from HUD. We will create jobs, restoring windows, repair-
ing the roofs and hanging the doors so these folks will not have to
be on welfare, yet receive a marketable skill. They will plaster,
paint, lay tile, things that I told you they were trained to do.
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Those types of programs are not with the workfare program.
Those types of jobs are not available either. Thank you very much.

Mr. %ass. Thank you. Mr. Wilson?
Mr. WILSON. My reaction is that offering minimum wage jobs

and obligating people to take minimum wage jobs, are not solutions
whether you describe these jobs as dead-end or the first rung of the
ladder. If you look at how people get onto welfare, it is either
through having a child at a very young age before they have ac-
quired a marketable skill, or because they have been employed but
they have run into one of the catastrophes I described before.

Suppose a mother on welfare were to take this job. She is z a
higher risk to be laid off. Such jobs are usually going to be part-
time because that is the general movement in the country with
minimum wage jobs. For example, even office cleaning generally is
20 hours a week now. She generally will not have health coverage.
She generally will still need housing subsidies, and she is going to
need some sort of food subsidy. The issue is do you move her to a
point where she is less burden to the welfare system but still needs
all the elements of the safety net, or do you attempt to elevate her
skills to a point where she is self-sufficient.

I would suggest that rather than talking about moving her and
her peers into minimum wage jobs, we should talk about a way to
move them past minimum wage jobs. This is why job creation is
very important. We need to look closely at all of these other areas.

The bottom line is that we are concerned about overall expendi-
tures. What the administration is proposing, even zeroing out the
$267 million in WIN, will save less than what we would achieve if
we had an ET Program in 20 States operating at the same level as
in Massachusetts.

My fear is that if you approve WIN in its current form without
some riders to move States in a positive direction, you are going to
get the States represented in this room continuing to do a good job,
but the other States are not going to do very much different from
what they are doing now.

You are not going to see an appreciable overall savings so I
would not see moving people into minimum wage jobs as a solu-
tion. If you look at the Michigan panel studies of the 5,000 families
in poverty, most people who are working had these types of jobs
and that is what got them into trouble. There was not enough
margin. There was not enough cushion when they got into any sort
of economic, medical, or marital difficulty. They could not survive
the storm, and they ended up being on welfare.

Minimum wage job programs alone, whether they are optional or
obligatory, are not going to get us out of the box that we are in
now. They are not a solution because we will still need to pay for
all the rest of the safety net to prop them up in these minimum
wage jobs.

Mr. Wets. Thank you. Mr. Rowland?
Mr. ROWIAND. I have no specific questions, but if Mr. Mead

would like to respond to those statements
Mr. M. Let me say that these are milder rejoinders than I

usually get. I appreciate the civility of my colleagues here. Let me
just say that the main difference we have is that I do not think of
workfare as something punitive. I think the obligation itself is a
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good thing, just as good as the benefits the clients get. They have to
work in order to be accepted as equals by other Americans.

If we seek integration in this country, I do not see how we can
attempt to spare the welfare class from an obligation that the rest
of the population accepts. Indeed, the welfare class itself accepts
the work obligation, 7:4 then do we not say to them that it is real.
I do not see it as punitive. I see it as a positive aspect to the wel-
fare system which we should attempt to implement

As it is actually implemented in the effective programs that I
have seen, it is not punitive. The staff presents the work obligation
as I have de",:iibed it. The clients tend to accept it and it is exactly
because it is meaningful and made important and real that they
then move towards work.

Also, I would concur with Ms. Gray's comment that we should
not be out to save money. I totally agree. Workfare costs more than
just keeping people on welfare. I do not think the point of workfare
is to save money. We would end up spending more money. And I
think we should. The polls show the public is ready to spend even
more on welfare if, in return, it could obtain a working welfare
population.

Mr. Wilson says that there is no benefit in putting people in min-
imtun wage jobs if they cannot actually get offwelfare. In my view
getting off welfare is secondary. The important thing is to turn the
welfare experience into something a little bit more like main-
stream existence where a certain support is received from society
in return for a certain obligation. While it would be very desirable
for people to leave welfare, and I certainly hope they do, the most
important thing is to discharge the work obligation wherever one
is, either on welfare or off welfare.

If we do that then we satisfy the major public concern about this
whole question. It is not necessary that work, in other words, be
equal to one's income needs. That is not the way the public views
it. We are not talking about an economic quid pro quo, we are talk-
ing about a moral quid pro quo, where recipients do something inreturn for their benefits. 4

I do not see any way f pare the welfare recipient the jobs that
are available. If this is v. .at the market offers them it seems to me
that the jobs should be obligatory provided that they are 1*.al. We
are not talking about jobs that violate Government standards, that
pay below the minimum wagewe are talking about the kinds of
jobs that immigrants and other low-income, unskilled people take
without question. Unless we require our welfare recipients also to
take these jobs, they will, in fact, be less integrated than the immi-
grants who are now entering the country. I do not think that is
something that they want.

In saying that, I am not suggesting that we could not also seek to
enrich these jobs in some manner to deal with the obvious limita-
tions that some of them have. But that is a separate question. That
has to do with national standards for the minimum wage, for
health services and for other benefit4 -all these things are quite
discussable.

The important thing is not to hold the welfare recipient to a dif-
ferent standard than other Americans. Unless we guarantee them
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equal obligations as well as equal rights, you are never going to
have integration.

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Conyers?
Mr. CONYERS. This is very interesting. I am going to keep it civil

too, now that you have complimented us. What we have here is the
clearest exposition, Mr. Chairman, of two views of what we would
like our society to be.

One view says, "we do not care if you get off welfare or not, just
get a work obligation and satisfy other people who pay taxes to
welfare and that is primary. If you get off fine, if you do notjust
so ou are discharging an obligation." I appreciate your candor.

t is far from the kind of society that I am trying to devise
through my lawmaking. What I would like to do is get people off
welfare. That should be No. 1. How can we astoundingly talk about
people being conferred rights on welfare? Man, you are in hell on
welfare whether you get a jive job or not.

There is nothing so grandiose about making a person work, pay
him substandard, not worry about whether their kids are taken.
care of and say, "gee we are giving you equal rights and you have a
job and you are getting some money and we are now integrating
our society."

Well that is the point of view you have expressed with a great
deal of articulation and that is fine. That is why we have a demo-
cratic society.

I want to get to Mr. Wilson. You are with the American Enter-
prise Institute? This is a surprise to me. You have made more
sense than anybody with AEI that I have ever heard. I thought
there was some mistake on the witness list.

You are temporarily there, I presume, or this is your final testi-
mony then you will go on to another job.

Mr. WEISS. Well, John, you may be moving to the right.
Mr. %%ism. No, I have been at AEI for 4 years. I plan on being

there for a little while longer.
Mr. CoNYERS. Well I feel that this concurrenceI feel for your

statements which comport with my experience is very important. I
had asked the chairman, during the break, whether or not the
Michigan Health and Human Resources person appointed by Gov-
ernor Blanchard, Mary Helen Monseur, had been invited to the
hearing because we need, in Michigan, to get the benefit of this dis-
cussion.

Does AEI and you have any plans about discussing how these
things can bewhere we can all sit down and talk about them on
the State level as well as the Federal level?

Mr. Wilsox. Well, we have worked very closely with the Corpo-
ration for Enterprise Development (Cr 'ED) and it has been of tre-
mendous help to me in networking with other people who are
thinking about these issues.

CFED is currently working with the State of Michigan on some
of these issues, and I think that would be the appropriate network
for you. My own contacts with the State of Michigan carne about
by way of the Corporation_ for Entelplifie Development: Bob Frigd-
man, the president, is going to be testifying later in these hearings.
It ;3 very important that we are finally at a point where we are
talking about the capabilities of the poor. The biggest tragedy
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would be to set up a system that holds down women like the
women I met at Kenilworth who go through 10 or 15 years of wel-
fare with nobody asking them to improve themselves.

The only type of pressure I think should be Imposed would he to
require people to take some steps toward self-improvement in the.
same way that the nursing profession and other professions require
continuing education credits.

There should be some mechanism to say, "We will not allow.you
to sit there and watch soap operas and collect your welfare, check
for 15 years. We will not encourage you to put yourseltin a posi-
tion where when your children reach 18 you find yourself thrown
out of public housing with no skills and no way to acquire .those'.those'ss "

reekAppropriate pressure is not based on a moral obligation to e-
everyone work, but on a moral obligation not to deny people who
want to work and who have the capability of working. ,

My experience has always been that when we really interview
the welfare population and we look closely at people on those rolls,
then we find there are people with,some skills that we can connect
very easily. These people. like finding out that they_have market-
able skills add sometimes a very simple placement structure is all
that is needed. These are the people that we 'should be moving.
Why were those two women who, were here this morningon wel-
fare for a combined total of 10 years-81/2 and 61/s years? Why were ....
they on welfare that long, given the type of interest and motivation-
that they had?

Mr. CONYERS. That is the horror of our system.
Mr. WIIJION. You must catch them early in the ,process and not

be satisfied with make-work, dead-end jobs, or just paying them
welfare to sit at home.

Mr. WEISS. You have to have resources so that their children are
taken care of so that they can feel free to go.

Mr. WILsoN. Yes, you must have supports. In St. Louisan exem-
plary project, Jeff-Vander-Lou, got teenage motheis into job train-
ing programs, got them jobs at the Brown Shoe Factory, and ,pro-
vided day care. J-V-L set up a day dare center that attracted inter-
national attention. Then the title 20 changes and some of the work -.
fare requirements came in. At about the same time international
competition forced Brown Shoe to cut* back on the hours of work
available to those women. They were forced' into part-time posi-
tions in which they made just enough money toniake them ineligi-
ble for welfare and other benefits. Because Missouriwas slow in re.
spending to the title 20 changes, you had to worker time in order
to have day care so these women had part-time' jobs and no day
care. There women went back on welfare. I do not tear tip, very
easily, but after looking at that project for over 3 years, to go back
and see the shiny role models who had been keeping other young
girls from having babies and encouraging them .to finish high
school back on welfare was devastating. Many of these women
were the managers and assistant managers at the Brown Shoe no?
tory. Do you know what type of impact it had on that community
to see them go back on welfare? 4 ,

These are the kinds of regulatory snafus that illustrate our in-
ability to really sort through our goals for this Population.
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We need to help people on welfare move as far and as fast as
they can. For those people who are really depressed and incapable
of moving very quickly, we have to provide some support. i'or the
people who do not want to do any better, then we should provide
punitive sanctions but the sanctions should be in the form of re-
quiring continuing education credits. In other words we cannot
allow people to collect a welfare check and vegetate. If you are illit-
erate, you have to become literate. You have to enroll in some sort
of courses.

We have to be imaginative in the way that we are trying to de-
liver services. When you start talking about negative motivation,
you put me on my soap box.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Mead, could you buy into that theory? You two
axe not as far apart as

Mr. M. No, we are not. I agree withI think we are in agree-
ment as to some type of pressure is needed to get people out

Mr. CONYERS. Did you describe it as obligation and pressure and
mandatoryhe describes it as training and teachingI guess it is
just your vocabulary.

Mr. MEAD. No, there is some fundamental difference as well. One
of them is that I am seeking to use public authority. It is certainly
desirable to exert pressures and persuasions privately through or-
ganizations such as Ms. Gray's. But I do not think that her kind of
organization is likely to succeed on a wide scale if the legal struc-
ture of welfare remains permissive.

Mr. CONYERS. Well I am not even sure if Mr. Wilson would object
to this being transferred into the public sector. I have not so far, in
the limited time I have been here, heard him say it has got to
remain in the private sector. Would you express yourself on that
point sir?

Mr. WILSON. Well, first of all I think we need to think about the
type of pressure that has to be applied to get someone who is stuck
into a work environment. Take the worst example: Someone who
has been on welfare for a number of years, is tremendously de-
pressed, is probably a beaten wife who is abusing her kids and may
have had her kids taken away by the court.

This type of person is not going to respond to some mandate for a
job or workfare position. I do not care how you couch it, how sup-
portive you are. This person is going to respond to pressure only if
it comes from her neighbors.

This is the type of thing that I have seen at Kenilworth. So when
you are talking about pressure to force people to improve their
liveswhether you describe it as a moral obligation or letting
them realize their full potentialyou are talking about one thing.
When Kimi Gray tells her residents who are in that boat, "You are
better than this. You shoUld be working. You can have more things
than this. You can do better for your children," that is an entirely
different position.

Mr. CONYERS. I know I am out of timebut when you say, "pres-
sure from your neighbors," what do you mean there?

Mr. WILSON. Let me give you an example from Kenilworth/Park-
side. In most apartment buildings, when an appliance has been de-
stroyed by not being cared for properly, it is replaced with a new
appliance. At Kenilworth the resident who destroys her stove by
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not cleaning it and letting fires burn in it is not rewarded with a
new stove. That resident gets a used stove that once belonged to
someone who took good care of it. Kimi will roll the new stove up
to the poor housekeeper's door. She will remove the dirty stove.
She will then replace it with the well-maintained .stove from a good
housekeeper's apartment and the good housekeeper gets the new
stove. That's an embarrassment for the poor housekeeper and it
puts a lot of pressure on her to demonstrate that she, too, can take.-
care of property.

The same kind of strategies are used to encourage residents to.-
get off welfare. Women who live at Kenilworth have gone' from
$6,000 in income to $30,000 in combined family income. When Kimi
tells another resident "You could be doing that," it is the type of
effective pressure that I am talking about. The pressure from
Washington or the pressure from the regulations just does not have
the same impact.

One of the very effective things that Massachusetts does is to
publicize their program so that someone who is sitting home on
welfare sees a picture and they see themselves in that picture.
They themselves making that trip.

It is even better when you have someone who lives next door to
you who is going through that cycle. Unfortunately, the way we
provide this pressure is to help individuals to move up and out of
the community. We do not build communities where there are suc-
cess stories still living in the community and able to exert that
type of pressure on a day-to-day basis.

In terms of the moral obligation, blacks in this country have
worked menial jobs and never held their head down about doing
those jobs until the welfare system was structured in a way that
says to them, "You are an invalid and you cannot do any better."
We have to deal with both sides of these issues. Some elements of
what Mr. Mead is saying sounds reasonable but what I am respond-
ing to is the potential in that population.

I object to the concept that we have to force them to do it be-
cause they do not want to do it or they cannot do it. I am saying
that probably 60 percent of the welfare population, if given the
right type of services, can and wants to respond and get off the wel-
fare system.

What you are seeing with the ET Choices Program and the tre-
mendous savings they have been able to achieve is probably deal-
ing with 20 percent of the population. On a national scale, the
problem stems from the way the WIN is implemented by most
States. Most States do not plug into the types of strategies that will
help these individuals. Neither does JTPA, the way it is currently
being implemented.

Mr. Wziss. We will pick that up again. The time has expired. Mr.
Walker?

Mr. WALKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am sorry I was not
here for all the testimonyMr. Wilson and my colleague from
Michigan helped the compatibility here. I should have been here
for the whole thing.

Mr. Wriss. To help it along
Mr. WALKER. Yes; I think that is a good kind of dialog to get

started. In listening to the responses here I come to somewhat the
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same conclusion that the gentleman from Michigan just expressed.
I am not certain that we are all that far apart on some of this.

If I heard Mr. Mead correctly, he is not really saying that work-
fare necessarily has to be dead-end, meaningless, or nonproductive
jobs. In fact, what we need to be doing is creating the kinds of job
opportunities that will allow us to use workfare toward a produc-
tive end. That seems to me to be the kind of thing that I am hear-
ing.

Let me come back to you in just a minute. I also understand that
in your testimony, Mr. Wilson, you suggested that one of the -ways
we might look at doing that, which would also fit into the kinds of
things that Ms. Gray is attempting to achieve, is, for instance, to
repeal Davis Bacon.

When you have the kinds of obligations forced upon these pro-
grams from the Federal level that indeed force people out of jobs
and forces us to take people who are already in highly paid posi-
tions, you create a lack of opportunities that would then impede
any kind of workfare process and, in fact, would permit the offer-
ing of only the most menial kinds of jobs.

In fact, you are offering someone a fairly well-paid construction
job in a project from which they ultimately benefit as a part of the
workfare scheme, you are doing something of an entirely different
nature than has been often visualized on workfare. It seems to me
that there is a kind of symbiosis in some of the various approaches
that you are articulating and I would just like you to comment on
that general schematic.

If the Federal Government is not creating some of the problems
on its own by the kinds of regulations that we put in the wayfor
instance, workfare.

Mr. MEAD. Let me just respond to the emphasis on training
which, I think, Mr. Wilson

Mr. Weiss. Mr. Conyers has to leave for another appointment.
He just reminded me that if he had known of your position on
Davis-Bacon he would never had said all

Mr. CoNYeas. I did not know about Davis-Baron. i begin to see a
little differently now.

Mr. %sox. Well, Mr. Conyers, there are many people living in
Detroit who could participate in low-income housing and construc-
tion but they are just frozen out. The way Davis-Bacon operates is
that a contractor hires someone to sweep up a worksite and
charges the Federal Government $8 per hour. Load that wage with
profit and overhead and the Federal Government is actually
charged $25 per hour. The employee is actually paid $5 per hour
which is fraud.

Mr. CONYERS. What you can do is to disemploy all of the people
currently working under union rates, a number of whom are em-ployed

Mr. %sox. No, no, no. .

Mr. WEISS. I am sorry for starting this whole thing. I indicated to
Mr. Rowland earlier that cross-checking was not the subject for
today. Davis-Bacon is not the subject for today. Mr. Walker, you
have the floor.
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Mr. WALKER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. To some extent that is
the question for the day because the question becomes, "How do
you provide the jobs that all of us agree are necessary?"

In my district we have tome to the conclusion that any work is
better than no work. The policy should be based upon that premise.
Now that does not mean that in creating the concept of any kind of
work that it should be the most menial kind of labor. You should
create real job opportunities.

What I hear being suggested by Mr. Wilson is the fact that 'there
are impediments put in the way (If creating those kinds of opportu-
nities and that there are impediments put there for a very con-
scious reasonwe are protecting special interest groups at very
highly paid levels and thereby denying people at the lowest end of
the economic scale the opportunities to take those jobs.

That is an important kind of problem to have raised in reference
to all of this. It seems to me it becomes the umbrella under which
some of these various programs might work, inn fact, we at the
Federal level would recognize our contribution to the problem.

Mr. MEAD. I just want to respond to the point about avoiding a
negative focus on workfare. Certainly we do not want to 'immedi-
ately throw people into dead-end public jotssweeping leaves and
so on. That clearly is not the way to do it.

If there is a prospect of this person getting a bettr job or train-
ing for a better a job, let us do it. I am all for it. But the experience
of local staffs and aim the early period of the WIN Program is that
that only works if you first establish that there is a work obligation
that is, in principal, unqualified. That is to say, a person does have
tc take the best available job, whatever that is. Now you want to
get him a better one but you have to make clear that if that fails
he will ultimately have to take any legal job.

The reason you have to establish that is that otherwiie a lot of
people never come to terms with the job market as it is. The same
goes for training. Remember, in the early period of the WIN Pro-
gram, between 1967 and 1971, they emphasized training almost en-
tirely. Very few of those people actually_ got off welfare because, as
we all know, Government training programs have not shown a
large capacity to raise the earnings of their clients. In fact, when
they raise their earnings, it is mainly by persuading the clients to
work more hours in the same jobs, not get better jobs. We have to
recognize the limitations of training as a way of getting people off
welfare.

This means that the bottom line idea that you finally have to
take any job has to be there even though we devoutly hope we can
get them a better job. We cannot have a t?.t4,11y benefit-oriented,
opportunity-oriented program. It is not going to work. That is the
experience.

A lot of what I have been hearing this morning is almost as if
people do not know about the history of Federal training programs.
They somehow imagine that training alone can solve the welfare
problems. It cannot. One part of the picture is that we must have a
clearcut work obligation.

Mr. WALKER. If I understood, Mr. Wilson, awhile ago, you essen-
tially agreed with much of what Mr. Mead just said?
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Mr. WILSON. Yes and no. It is not easy to answer that. Training
programs have had a poor track record with people who had below
sixth or seventh grade math and reading levels. If you look at the
levels of people in the welfare population and at the supportive
work demonstration, the group that performed the best were AFDC
mothers. What I am saying is that we cannot take our biases aris-
ing from such failed programs as CETA which trained people for
the wrong professions where there were no jobs and then superim-
pose that on what women on AFDC can do.

I think the most important acid test is whether or not you get
into job creation. Many women who have been encouraged to get
into business formation; there are some very effective programs
that are helping women do that. We do not have to be stuck in a
box. There are alternative approaches available.

Mr. WAIXER. In the opening statement that I gave at the begin-
ning of these hearings, I pointed out the fact that the increase in
entrepreneurship by women is one of the encouraging signs in our
economy.

Now we have to make certain that all women, within socioeco-
nomic categories, have that kind of opportunity. That depends
upon having the kind of growth-oriented economy that permits
those businesses to succeed and thereby hire more people and that
kind of small business environment, in fact, creates the job oppor-
tunities that even with a mandatory workfare system, then assures
that there are jobs w,::h upward mobility in them. I think that basi-
cally comes together if you put all of those elements in place. The
Federal Government presetz ly superimposes standards that are im-
possible for a small business to meet. One of the problems for small
business creation is the fact that we at the Federal level have
made it so difficult to form a small business that many people, par-
ticularly people without a fair amount of assets to begin with,
cannot get the small business off the ground.

If somewhere along the line we should relieve some of the regu-
latory overload at the Federal level that stands in the way of small
businesses, that would make a difference.

Mr. WEISS. Thank you very much, Mr. Walker. Mr. Mead, in the
testimony that we heard today from Governor DukakisI do not
know if you were here for that

Mr. M. I heard most of it.
Mr. WEiss. You know that he said that during his first term

interrupted, first and secondhe had, in fact, had a mandatory
workfare program. His successor, Governor King, who was at the
other end of the political arena although still a Democrat, also had
a mandatory workfare program and, that regardless of their politi-
cal orientation and biases, neither of those programs worked.

Today, in the second term, with what is for the most part a vol-
untary program, although it still has requirements for initial regis-
tration which WIN requires, whatever the format, that they have
such successsuch participationthat they cannot meet all of the
people who want to participate in the program,

ow, how do you explain that, how does that fit in with your
feelings that you need a mandatory requirement when, in fact, the
successful Dukakis program is essentially voluntary and the
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mandatory Dukakis and King programs just did not do the job at all?
Mr. MEAD. I think the main difference between those two eras in

Massachusetts is the labor market. I would
Mr. Wass. Is that what you know or did you hear his testimony?
Mr. MEAD. I did not hear what he saii at the outset.
Mr. Mass. I will give you an example which he cites the improv-

ing marketlabor market conditions both in Massachusetts and a
series of other States and how the other States that improved their
labor of work Lind employment and economic conditions did not im-
prove their welfare situation while Massachusetts did:

Mr. MEAD. But that only means that in the other States they did
not put together .a program like ET. Butif we all had labor mar-
kets like Massachusetts, neither would I be in favor of a work obli-
gation. The work obligation is necessary to achieve employment
only in a situation where many of the jobs are too unattractive for
people to want to accept.

In Massachusetts, self-interest is enough to lead people to want
to work because there are many good jobs. They are paying n-
comes of a kind that will allow a person to immediately get off wel-
fare and begin in middle-class existence. Clearly, that is desirable.
If we could arrange that, we would not need a work obligation. But
let us recognize that Massachusetts' situation is not typical.

Mr_ WEISS. But that is not happening on its own
Mr. MEAD. I do not think we are going to find that that is typical

for the Nation as a whole.
In most States, most of the jobs available to the welfare recipient

are relatively low-paying, menial, unpleasant jobs. We have to bevery candid.
Mr. WEISS. When the Mandatory Workfare Program did not

work in Massachusetts theyyour side of the argument they
have the same kind of high unemployment levels that currently'
exist in the other States so why

Mr. MEAD. OK, I think what happened earlier in Massachusetts
is more typical of what we face. Namely, a mediocre labor market.
I do not know whether the Massachusetts program was well run or
successful and therefore I cannot explain why it may have per-
formed poorly. I would also say that even a well performing pro-
gram in a mediocre labor market and involving a work obligation
cannot be expected to be an overnight success as in Massachusetts.

That is not something we can achieve overnight. To Make the
work obligation real involves a very heavy effort of institutional
development at the local level. Involving a lot of local agencies and
a good deal of public funds and so on.

We cannot expect to get it overnight. One of the questions I have
about the administration's proposal is that they are proposing im-
mediately to move to a 75-percent participation level

Mr. WETss. Over a 3-year period.
Mr. MEAD. That strikes me as utopian. I wish it could happen

but I do not think we can get to 75 percent in 3 years. Right now
the participation level required of WIN is only 15 percent, and the
level achieved is about a third. In my view, this is the real scandal
in welfare.
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We should raise the required level to maybe 25 percent and then
50 percent. I am not sure that we can get there quickly.

So my main explanation for what happened earlier in Massachu-
setts is just that it is very tough to do this. Evan with an obliga-
tion. I think without the obligation they would have done worse
still.

Mr. Wass. Look at another statistic that he cites. A large per-
centage of the women who were caught in this dependency cycle
were young women with young children at home with nobody else
to help them. No husband, no family, because for the most part
they had moved away from them.

What happens to those people, if you offer them a minimum
wage kind of dead-end job, or even worse, if you force them to do
workfare? In the first place because of +he age of the children, !mit
of them are not forced. They do not have to take jobs, so that man-
datory workfare for them does not work.

Governor Dukakis says that 6,000 women, caught in that kind of
situation, were not required to register for ET at all, but have, in
fact, done so, and have gotten themselves jobs.

Again, does it not appear to youand you have been saying
some of this anyhowI am really underscoring it, that we cannot
force off the rolls people who are caught in the severest of the de-
pendency trap. We can only encourage them to move off the de-
pendency rolls if we provide supportive services and the opportuni-
ty for a better economic condition than that in which they find
themselves on welfare. Would you not agree with that?

Mr. MEAD. I agree with all of that except that experience has
shown that a degree of obligation is also necessary for many moth-
ers. Now there are some, the younger ones in particular, who are
able to move off with relatively little training. Those people, as Mr.
Wilson mentioned earlier, are the top slice of the welfare popula-
tion. That group, perhaps, does not meet any obligation. They just
need services. But there is a much larger group of women who for
various reasons are less employable, more rooted in the home,
more trapped in the welfare culture, and for these people some-
thing more forceful is required.

Again, it is not negative. I think that it would help a great deal
if members of this committee and others involved in this question
would actually go and see how these .programs operate locally. In
effective programs the work obligation is not, in fact, applied in a
punitive manner. The negative programs, those.that feel the clients
are worthless, are the undemanding ones. They are the ones Vio
do not make any expectations. They just go through the paperwork
and no one is placed. The programs that assert the obligation are
also promising something to the clients implicitly. They are com-
mitting themselves effectively to get them a job if the clients
accept the work obligation. This involves heavy effort by the staff,
spending, services, all of that.

This is in fact what a demanding program consists of. It is not
just the obligation. It has to be in the law but what, in practice,
that does is provide these local staffs the personal authority they
need to say to these clients, "Now you want to work. We know you
want to work. Now the obligation is real. You are really going to
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have to do it. And we are going to help you." The obligation is on )itthem as well as on the clients.
I heard earlier that the administration is proposing providing no

child care for workfare. That is ridiculous. You have to have child
care money for that.

I em not talking about an obligation only on the diem. It is
contractual idea, s. mutual obligation.-In fact, in the WIN Program
they actually have what' amounts to a contract drawn up about
each client. It is called an employability plan. The client says, "I
am going to do these things," and the staff says, "We are going to
do these things," and they both sign it.

We have to have that same idea. You Pay social security. taxes
and then you have benefits. It is the same d=ing _here, except that
we are assessing the work at the time of the benefit.' The contrac-
tual notion is very similar. You do not say to the poor, "You do not
have to pay social security tax," you do not say that they do not
have to pay income taxes. I think work is the same. We have a
common standard.

Mr. WEISS. Thank you. Before we go on to the next panel, let me
ask, Ma. Gray, and Mr. Wilson, if you have any final comments?

Ms. GRAY. No.
Mr. WiLsoN. No.
Mr. WEISS. Well, I want to express our appreciation for your par-

ticipation. Thank you very much. Our next panel will consist of
Ruth Massinga, secretary of the Maryland Department of Human
Resources, Linda Wilcox, director of the Division of Welfare Em-
ployment for the Maine Department of Human Services,,James T.
Fleming, cochairman of the Joint Standing Committee on Human
Services of the Connecticut General Assembly, and Petit CdVe,
president of America Works. I understand, Mr. Fleming; you area
former colleague of Mr. Rowland from the Connecticut. General As-
sembly and we are very, very pleased to facilitate this reunion.

Mr. FLEMING. I have a few years an him.
Mr. WEISS. Yes. Well, thank you all very much for your patience.

I guess, Ms. Massinga, we are ready for you to commerce.

STATEMENT OF RUTH 1iASSINGA, SECRETARY, MARYLAND
DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES

Ms. MASSINGA. Thank you Very much, Chairman Weiss. I appre-
ciate the opportunity to share with the subcommittee some of the
successful innovations Maryland has developed in its welfare em-
ployment and training programs.

Mr. WEISS. Would you pull the mike closer?
Ms. MA2'!NGA. Yes; and to present my views on future welfare

employment policy. As the chief executive of a State agency that
has produced significant gains in welfare employment programs,
am concerned that the administration's proposed policies will se-
verely hamper our ability in Maryland to continue to make sub-
stantial advancements in this area

Our paramount goal is to assist` as many clients as are able into
self-support by obtaining and maintaining meaningful private
sector employment, thereby reducing their long-term need -for,public assistance.

k
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This goal, of course, is a critical investment in our human re-
sources. By creating positive opportunities for our clients, opportu-
nities to become self-supporting, we are improving the earning ca-
pacity of our AFDC clients, enabling them the chance to leave the
welfare rolls and lift themselves out of per.:rty.

Our pilot program, called Employment Initiatives [El], locates
and uses resources that remove barriers to_self-sufficiency, develop-
ing our capacity to prepare clients for economic self-support in the
private sector.

The Employment Initiatives Program is funded through various
sources including the Work Incentive Demonstration Programwe
are a WIN Demo Statethe Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA]
and waivers of Federal statute.

We began running the employment initiatives project in October
of 1982 in portions of Baltimore City and rural Wicomico County in
Maryland.

Based on the resounding success of those original pilot projects,
some 21/4 years ago, we have expanded ,the program to 5 other
counties of the 24 in the State.

Employment Initiatives offers a package of program activities
leading to unsubsidized employment. Thcse activities are comprised
of skills and remedial training, training in job search techniques,
supportive services such as day care and transportation as well as
financial incentives to both clients and employers.

Unique features of the Employment Initiatives Program include:
Using our WIN demonstration funds to leverage other State,

county and city resources to obtain employment an training serv-
ices for welfare recipients. In particular, we have established link-
ages with the Job Training Partnership Act Private Industry Coun-
cils in the jurisdictions where we run these El projeCts, the local
education agencies, community colleges, and the private sector in
order to ensure delivery of services to clients.

We subsidize private sector employment through a diversion of a
rtion of the welfare grant into an on-the-job training experience.
is funding mechanism increases the resources available to us to

assist our clients.
Through avoiding ,,einecesaiory and complicated program designs,

keeping contractual arrsagements with employers as simple and
ef4.11ight-forward as possible, we finally focus cur resources on all
clients, not just those viewed as having the gnatest employment
potential.

By creating an extremely active and successful program, we have
avoided the administration's common label of WIN being merely a
paper registration prop?. m.

In fact, our success is best illustrated by the nearly 1,500 jobs
that have been obtained by welfare recipients, in the first 21/4 years
of the program's operation.

We have reached a 75-percent active participant placement rate
in our second year of operation alone, with an average entry level
wage of $4.25 per hour for those individuals who were formerly on
the welfare rolls. In a 2-year period, our estimated AFDC savings
nearly $4 million and that does not include .other benefits that
have accrued as well through taxes and other aspects of4.economic
type benefits.
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Most importantly, as I travel around the State and I talk to par-
ticipants in our program, the program's success has proven to me
that those temporarily in need of public assistance and continuing
to have barriers to entering today's job market want to work or to
be trained and will work when assisted with the appropriate train-
ing, job search techniques and support services.

It is important to mention the substantial accomplishments in
the Employment Initiatives Program would be severely hampered
should the administration's proposed AFDC work requirements
policy be enacted. The administration's proposal would eliminate
Federal reimbursement for current activities that have proven to
be successful components and a necessary investment in our clients
chances for sustained employment.

First, the administrations proposal eliminates reimbursement
for support services such as day care. This is a glaring mistake sup-
ported by what you have heard earlier because the participants of
this program are primarily single female heads of households with
children under 10 years of age with enormous child care require-
ments.

The administration's view is that the States can fund day care
through the social se:vices block grant. Maryland, like most States,
has long since provided more State dollars for social services pro-
grams than social services block grant funds so that the adminis-
tration is really proposing, again, that States pick up the cost of
day care.

Classroom training, one of the best investments in human cap-
ital, would be excluded as an allowable cost. The administiation
claims that JTPA can pay for this service, yet in Maryland there is,
only enough MIA money to serve approximately

is
individ-

uals, while the State population eligible for JTPA s over 400,000.
Moreover, our share of JTPA funds is diminishing in fiscal year

1986 due to shifts in the unemployment rates. This so-called alter-
native will not work.

I would also point out that in the last year 30 percent of our par-
ticipants needed remedial training in order to progress through the
Employment Initiatives Program so that cutting through these pro-
grams devastates an important link for AFDC clients.

Furthermore, a very prescriptive Federal role is envisioned since
there are numerous references in the admiListration's proposal re-
quiring the Secretary of HHS to approve specific State pions and
activities.

This provision is contrary to the administration's past efforts to
defederalize program administration and allow decisions to be
made at the State and local level.

This, in fact, is what has helped to make the WIN Demonstration
Program in Maryland work, in my opinion. In general, the admin-
istration's proposal appears to lead to prescriptive re-regulation of
State plans and policies and seems to exceed the appropriate Feder-
al authority by intruding on a successfully executed State role.

The administration's proposal also appears to place major em-
phasis on intensive job search as the means to locate jobs for indi-
viduals on welfare.

Our experience as well as the experience of Massachusetts an
research from respected organizations such as the Manpower Dem-
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onstration Research Corporation, MDRC, indicates that job search
alone dc-e,43 not lead to long-term reductions in welfare dependency
for single heads of households.

Rather, it facilitates short-term cycling of these clients into sec-
ondary job markets and a continuation of welfare dependency. I
would submit that is not what we propose as an employment policy
for welfare.

Finally, the administration proposes that 75 percent of eligible
clients must actively participate in the State run program with no
ability for the State to declare areas too remote even when there is
a lack of transportation or available jobs.

Common sense indicates-that where there is no transportation or
where the job market is weak that exceptions to mandatory partici-
pation be allowed. I believe that there is no large-scale evidence in-
dicating that the 75-percent active participation rate is a teachable
goal for now or for the future. It is a paper goal that seems aggres-
sive, but is destined to fail.

Let me point out that no one activity alone can assist AFDC re-
cipients to move into the labor market and reduce their dependen-
cy on welfare. Sustained employment for AFDC recipients necessi-
tates a comprehensive package of programs and services such as
work experience, job search, vocational training, remedial educa-
tion, on-the-job training and supportive services if we truly expect
to increase client self-sufficiency and self- support, and thereby
reduce their need for public assistance.

In order to progress towards that goal in Maryland, we must
have the assurance of ongoing Federal funding which will enable
us to plan for the future. In addition to maintaining adequate
levels of resources, we need continued flexibility such as provided
under the WIN demo legislation to operate successfully State de-
signed programs.

With no flexibility allowed, the administration will be ignoring
the results and experience of State programs, which they said that
they wanted to test, that are truly having an impact on clients'
lives, not just deterring them from receiving public assistance.

In general, we must view our employnient efforts as a positive
investment in our clients rather than a drain on our resources.
Beyond this, however, we as human resource officials must begin to
broaden our perspectives in our efforts to assist our clients. We
must actively engage those in the economic development arena so
that as new jobs are created, public assistance clients are taken
into account for inclusion in the job pool.

Such jobs should provide medical benefits as well as job stability
and upward mobility for such clients as has been already discussed
today.

Finally, we must work with those developing tax policies so as to
assure the working poor that they are truly better off when they
work. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Massinga follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF RUTH MASSINaA

WELFARE EMPLOYMENT TESTIMONY

I would like to thank the Subcommittee on Intergovernmental Relations

and Human Resources for allowing me the opportunity to share with you,.

some of the successful innovations Maryland has developed in its welfare

employment and training programs, and to present ay views on future wel-

fare employment policy. As the Chief Executive of a state agency that

has produced significant gains in welfare as gent programs, I am con-

cerned that the Administration's proposed policies will severely hamper

Maryland's ability to continue to make substantial advances in this area.

The paramount goal of the Maryland Department of Human Resources is

to assist as many clients as are able into self-support by obtaining and

maintaining meaningful private sector employment, thereby reducing their

long-term need for public assistance. This goal is a critical investment

in Maryland's human resources. By creating positive Opportunities for

our clients, opportunities to become self-supporting, we are improving

the earning capacity of our AFDC clients, enabling them the chance to

leave the welfare rolls and lift themselves from poverty.

Our pilot program, called Employment Initiatives, locates and

uses resources that remove barriers to selfsufficiency, developing

our capacity to prepare clients for economic self-support in the private

sector. The Employment Initiatives Program is funded through various

sources including the Work Incentive (WIN) Demonstration Program, the

Job Training Partnership Act (JTPA) and waivers of federal statute.
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Employment Initiatives began in October 1982 in portions of Baltmore City

and rural Wicomico County. Based upon the resounding success Of those

original pilot projects, we have expanded the program to other counties

in the state.

Employment Initiatives offers a package of program activities leading

to unsubsidized employment.
These activities are comprised of skills and

remedial training, training in job
search techniques, supportive services

such .: day care and transportation
as well as financial incentives to

both clients and employers. Unique features of the Employment Initiatives

Program include:

-- utilizing our WIN Demonstration funds to leverage
ether state,

county and city resources to obtain employment and training

services for welfare recipients. In particular, we have

established linkages with the Job Training Partnership Act

(JTPA) Private Industry Councils, local education agencies,

community colleges and the private sector in order to ensure

delivery of services to clients;

-- subsidizing private sector employment through diversion of a

portion of the welfare grant into an on-the-job training

experience. This funding mechanism increases the resources

available to us to assist our clients;

.... avoiding unnecessary and complicated program designs, keeping

contractual arrangements with employers as simple and straight-

forward as possible; and finally,

-- focusing our resources on all clients, not just those viewed as
having the greatest employment potential.
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By creating an extremely active and successful program, we have

avoided the Administration's common label of WIN being merely a paper

registration program. In fact, our success is best illustrated by the

nearly 1,500 jobs that have been obtained by welfare recipients in the

first 21/4 years of the program's operation. We have reached a 78% active

participation placement rate in our second year of operation alone, with

an average entry-level wage of 54.25 per hour for those individuals who

were formerly on the welfare rolls. Most importantly, however, the

program's success has proven to us that those temporarily in need of public

assistance, and considered to have barriers to entering today's job market,

want to work and will work when assisted with the appropriate training,

job search techniques, and support services.

It is important to mention that substantial accomplishments/in the

Employment Initiatives Program would be severely hampered shoult the

Administration's proposed AFDC work requirements policy be enacted. The

Administration's proposal would eliminate federal reimbursement for

current activities that have proven to be successful components and a

necessary investment in our clients chances for sustained employment.

Under the proposal, reimbursement for support services such

as day care would be eliminated. This is a glaring mistake since

participants of this program are primarily single female heads of

households with children under 10 years of age with enormous child

care requirements. The Administration's view is that states can

fund day care through the Social Services Block Grant. Maryland,
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like most states, has long since provided more state dollars for

social services programs than SSW; funds an that the Administra-

tion is really proposing--again--that states pick up the cost

of day care.

Classroom training, one of the best investments in human

capital, would be excluded as an allo'sable cost. The Administra-

tion claims that JTPA can pay for this service, yet Maryland only

has enough JTPA funds to serve approximately 12,000 individuals,

while the state population eligible for JTPA is over 400,000.

,Moreover, Maryland's share of JTPA funds is diminishing in FFY

1986 due to shifts in unemployment rates. This so-called alter-

native will not work.

Furthermore, a very prescriptive federal role is envisioned

since there are numerous references requiring the Secretary of

MRS to approve specific state plans and activities. This pro-

vision is contrary to the Administration's past efforts to de-

federalize program administration and allow decisions to be made

at the state and local level. In general, the Administration

proposal appears to lead to prescriptive regulations of state

plans and policies and seems to exceed the appropriate federal

authority by intruding on the state role.

The proposal also appears to place major emphasis on intensive job

search as the means to locate jobs for individuals on welfare. Our

experience as well as research from respected organizations such as

the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) indicate that job

search alone does not lead to long-term reductions in welfare dependency

for single heads of households. Rather, it facilitates short-term cycling

of these clients into the secondary job markets and a continuation of
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welfare dependency.

Finally, the Administration proposes that 75% of eligible clients

must actively participate in the state-run program with no ability for

the state to declare areas too remote except due to a lack of transportation

or available jobs. Common sense indicates that where there is no transpor-

tation, or where the job market is weak that exceptions to mandatory parti-

cipation should be allowed. I believe there is no large-scale evidence

indicating that the 75% active participation rate is a reachable goal for

now or the future. Rather it is a paper goal.

Let me point out that no one activity alone can assist AFDC recipients

to move into the labor market and reduce their dependency on welfare.

Sustained employment for AFDC recipients necessitates a comprehensive

package of services such as work experience, job search, vocational training,

remedial education, on-the-job training and supportive services if we truly

expect to increase client self-sufficiency and self-support, and thereby

reduce their need for public assistance.

In order to continue to progress toward the goal of achieving client

self-sufficiency, Maryland must have the assurance of ongoing federal funding

which will enable the state to plan for the future. In addition, to main-

taining adequate levels of resources, continued flexibility such as provided

under the WIN Demonstration legislation is necessary to operate successful

state designed pregrvs. With no flexibility allowed, the Administration
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will be ignoring the results and experience of state pro-

grams that are truly having an impact on client's lives, not

just deterring them from receiving public assistance.

In general we must view our employment efforts as a positive

investment in our clients rather than a drain on our resources.

Beyond this, however, we as human resource officials must begin

to broaden our perspectives in our efforts to assist our clients.

We must creatively engage those in the economic development

arena so that as new jobs are created public assistance clients

are taken into account for inclusion in the job pool. Such

jobs should provide medical benefits as well as stability, a

long term future and upward mobility for such clients. Finally,

we must work with those developing tax policy so as to assure

the working poor that they are truly better off when they work.

Thank you.

Mr. WEiss. Thank you. Ms. Wilcox.

STATEMENT OF LINDA A. WILCOX, DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF WEL-
FARE EMPLOYMENT, MAINE DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN SERV-
ICES

Ms. Wacox. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
As manager of Maine's WIN Demonstration Program, I appreci-

ate this opportunity to give you a program operator's perspective
on welfare employment policy. I will cover three topics. First, the
innovative features and accomplishments of Maine's demonstration
program; second, the impact on our program of the administra-
tion's proposed alternative to WIN; and finally, the changes that I
would

proposed
to see in national welfare employment policy.

For the last 5 years, Maine has been working on better solutions
to the problems of welfare dependency and the transition to, work
for AFDC recipients. Our WIN Demonstration Program developed
out of a 1980 study of WIN and Cta'A's performance in finding jobs
for AFDC recipients, and an innovative bill passed by the State leg-
islature in 1981 establishing economic self-sufficiency and, elimina-
tion of dependency on public assistance as the State's welfare
employment goal.

Also in 1981, Governor Joseph Brennan applied for authority to
operate a WIN Demor23tration Program. Faced 'filth declining WIN
funds, he was particularly interested in the possibility of using
AFDC grants to finance the transition to work.
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In 1982, our WIN demonstration called WEET, the Welfare Em-
ployment, Education and Training Program began operation. De-
signing a program to achieve economic self-sufficiency for AFDC
recipients presented a real challenge. Maine is a poor State. We
rank 40th out of the 50 Stated in family income, and nearly 40 per-
cent of the population lives on the borderline of poverty.

Even though Maine's economy is growing, it is not creating high
paying jobs. We continue to rely heavily on our natural resource
based industries that provide low paying and often seasonal work.
Maine's fastest growing industries are in the service sector where
jobs are also low paying, part time, and seasonal.

It was clear to program planners given Maine's economy and the
limited education, skills, and work experience of many women on
welfare that we needed to do more than to offer short-term train-
ing and job search assistance.

Consequently, the WEET Program was designed with two inno-
vative features. First, supporting a wide range of education and
training activities, so that our registrants can obtain primary labor
market jobs; and, second, working with the State's economic devel-
opment agencies to target new jobs for AFDC recipients.

Women on AFDC come to WEET for assessment and employabil-
ity counseling, for help in meeting training programs entrance re-
quirements, for job search assistance when they are ready to enter
the labor market, and financial support for child care and trans-
portation while they are in training and looking for work.

We believe that all of these services are realistic responses to the
employment barriers facing women on welfare. Since 1982, over
3,000 AFDC recipients have participated in training through the
WEET Program. These activities divide almost equally between
those that improve general employability such as remedial educa-
tion, obtaining a GED, and pre-vocational training, and those di-
rected to specific occupations such as skills training and post-sec-
ondary education.

This range of activities reflects the diversity of neees of our reg-
istrants as they prepare for employment.

The second WEET innovation is our involvement in job creation.
Because of the limited number of jobs in Maine, we are working
with economic development agencies to refer AFDC recipients to
newly created jobs.

I will describe two examples of this activity. We pay part of the
salary of an employment specialist who works for a private non-
profit community development corporation called Coastal Enter-
prises, Inc. This corporation loans money to Maine-owned small
businesses who in turn agree to hire and train disadvantaged job
seekers including AFDC recipients.

We also contracted with the State development office to create a
position to market employment and training services to new and
expanding businesses. This individual also helps businesses receiv-
ing financing from the State finance authority to prepare an em-
ployment plan listing new jobs to be created through business ex-
pansion.

These plans are then forwarded to the nearest WEET office. This
position has proved so valuable that the legislature recently voted
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funds to make it permanent. We are very pleased with this devel-
opment since we no longer have to fund the position.

So is the WEET Program working? AFDC mothers mink so. We
have increased the proportion of voluntary registrants from 15 per-
cent under WIN to over half of our current caselce.d. This means
that AFDC recipients are choosing to come to us for holp in finding
jobs, because they believe that we have something of value to offer
them.

Last year, 1,400 WEET registrants got jobs, an increase of 30 per-
cent over the previous year. Because we want our participants to
move off of welfare permanently, we maintain contact with them
for a year after they get a job. Our 1 year retention rate is 66 per-
cent. The welfare savings generated in just the first year that these
women worked is equivalent to the annual cost of running the pro-
gram.

I will now turn to a consideration of the administration's alter-
native to WIN. Implementation of this proposal would require a
drastic change in Maine's welfare employment .philosophy and in
program operation. Five provisions would have a negative impact
on what we are trying to accomplish. The services that could be
provided, the participation requirements, the formula of the fund-
mg levels, and the imposition of financial penalties.

First as I have described, the WEET Program supports a wide
range of employment and education services. In spite of the asser-
tion of WOW's supporters that States would have flexibility in pro-
gram design, in fact WOW would restrict work program options to
those who are "employment direded," and employment directed
programs are defined as those that "enhance employment opportu-
nities through practical work experience rather than by means of
classroom or similar educational and training programs "

I interpret this language to mean that our registrants could not
obtain 80 percent of the train jinig in which they are now engaged.
We do not knew which of the JTPA training activities would be ap-
proved by the S3cretary. Even if JTPA sMls training is included,
only 9 percent of WEET trainees have participated in JTPA skills
training in Maine.

Mr. WEISS. Ms. Wilcox, unfortunately, we have to break. We
have a vote on the floor, and we will resume where we left off in
about 10 minutes.

[Recess taken.]
Mr. WEISS. The subcommittee will be back in session. Ms. Wilcox,

if you will resume where you left off.
Ms. WiLcox. Thank you. Th3 only reference to these supportive

services in the WOW proposal is the oyment of child care and
transportation during employment search. 7 we could not pay for
child care and transportation during training under WOW, few
participants would be able to attend the limited training that
would be permitted.

My second concern with WOW's are the participation require-
ments. Because of our determination to provide quality employ-
ment and training services and our limited resources, we only man-
date the registration of AFDC recipients with children 6 and over
who live in areas accessible to local WEET offices. Approximately
half of Maine's AFDC families live in these areas. Yet WOW would
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require all employable AFDC applicants and recipients to partici-
pate in employment related activities. There is no exception for ge-
ographic location.

Consequently, the other half of Maine's AFDC population who
live in isolated communities in rural areas where there are few
jobs and even fewer employment related activities to refer to would
be required to participate.

The third provision that would affect the WEET Program is the
WOW funding formula. Our Federal allocation has not changed
since 1981. If it were not for the support of our State legislature,
our client service budget would be getting smaller every year. But
at least we have known what our Federal allocation would be.

Under WOW, each State's share of the Federal allocation would .

be based on the size of its employable recipient pool. Individuals
currently exempt due to geographic remoteness would be counted
in determining the States share only if the Secretary of Health
and Human Services determines that there is sufficient basis for
doing so. ..

Obviously, this provision favors States that are either already op-
erating programs that promote maximum participation or States
with high population densities. Assuming that we could count our
remote recipients, we would receive half the amount of Federal
funding to work with twice the number of registrants that we now
serve.

The final provision that would have a chilling effect on the
WEET Program is the financial penalty that would be applied if
we ailed to meet the proposal's participation targets. If our fund-
ing were to be determined by these participation requirements, the
focus of WEET staff activity would shift from providing quality em-
ployment and training counseling to producing quantities of paper
work to document that applicants and registrants had been re-
ferred to employment directed activities.

There is nothing in the WOW proposal to award States for help-
ing AFDC recipients get jobs, much less rewarding them for achiev-
ing long-term job retention and consequent welfare savings.

Finally, I would like to recommend two national welfare employ-
ment policy changes for your consideration. The first has to do
with setting national goals, and the second with financing the tran-
sition from welfare to work.

First, I would like to see Congress establish economic self-suffi-
ciency as the goal of welfare employment policy in this country
Programs as diverse as WEET and WOW use terms like self -suffi
ciency and self-reliance to describe what we are trying to accom-
plish. But there is no agreement on what we mean by the term
self-sufficiency or how to measure it.

Only after wr have agreed on performance measures that go
beyond participation rates and job placement rates can we assess
which service strategie, are truly effective in moving women from
dependency to self-suffic.lency.
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ti
I would also like to see included in national welfare em lo ent

policy incentives for 3erving long-term, hard-to-employ, AFDC re-
cipients. These are the people who are the least likely to 1w:we wel-
fare without our help and, as research has shown, are the ones who
make the greatest gains from program intervention. It is also the
group that will generate the greatest welfare savings.

However, as the Office of Family Assistance acknowledged in its
draft report on the WIN allocation formula, conventional program
performance measures such as job placement rates are negatively
associated with net impact. Net impact is the difference between
program outcomes and what would have been accomplished with-
out the program.

When program operators are rewarded for the number of imme-
diate job placements they obtain, they will tend to select partici-
pants who are most likely to succeed m the program, but who are
also most likely to get jobs on their own.

As program operators, we need you to direct us to identify and
target our hard-to-employ clients, to provide us with sufficient
funds to serve them, and to develop performance factors that we
can use to measure our success. This policy would clearly distin-
guish us from other employment and training programs that typi-
cally serve only the AFDC recipients most likely to get jobs.

Once these two national policy goals have been established, I
would like States to be free to design programs that will work in
their respective economic and social climate. In the spirit of New
Federalism, the block grant mechanism could be used to allocate
Federal funds to Governors who would then have discretion in how
to spend them.

Giving States the flexibility to design their own programs and
sufficient resources to operate them would be the best way to
achieve a national goal of economic self-sufficiency for hard-to-
employ women.

My second recommendation has to do with financing the transi-
tion from welfare to work. If we are to succeed with women who
have poor work histories and few skills, we will need a reliable and
adequate source of funding to do so. We all know that income
maintenance programs are very costly.

In Maine, the investment in moving welfare recipients into em-
ployment equals 1 percent of the cost of maintaining people on wel-
fare. It only makes sense to use income 1. .aintenance payments tc,
fund this transition. The return on this investment is the reduction
in the long-term economic and social costs of welfare dependency
and the increase in taxes and buying power resulting from produc-
tive employment.

We are trying the one option currently available to us, the use of
an AFDC recipients grant to subsidize on-the-job training. Howev-
er, our experience is similar to that of other States doing grant di-
version. An OJT or wage subsidy works as a transition mechanism
for only a small proportion of our case load.

I would like the flexibility to use grant diversion to pay for what-
ever is blocking an individual from achieving and maintaining em-
ployment. Examples of the possible uses of grant diversion are
paying for training for which no other funding exists, subsidizing
the cost of child care for women who could not afford to work oth-

;.
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erwise, assisting in the purchase of health insurance for women
taking jobs that have no health insurance benefits or offer plans
that are too expensive, and providing capital for starting a small
business.

This assistance would be limited to the period of transition when
the na 1st difficult adjustments to work are being made. Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Wilcox follows:]
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Congressman Weiss, members of the Intergovernmental

Relations and Human Resources Subcommittee, my name is

Linda Wilcox and I an the Director of the Division of

Welfare Employment in the Maine Department of Human

Services. As the manager of Maine's WIN Demonstration

Program, I appreciate this opportunity to give you a

program operator's perspective on the status of welfare

employment policy.

I will cover three topics today: first, the innova-

tive features and accomplishments of Maine's WIN Demon-

stration Program; second, the impact on our program of the

Reagan Adminstration's proposed alternative to WIN; and

finally, the changes I would like to see if: national

welfare employment policy.

The Genesis of Maine's WIN Demonstration Program

Maine has been worki,:g on better solutions to the

problems of welfare dependency and the transition to work

for the past five years.

In 1980, Commissioner of Human Services, Michael

Petit, convened a committee to assess the performance of

both WIN and CETA in moving AFDC recipients off of welfare.

The committee found that very few WIN registrants were

leaving AFDC due to increases' earnings, that placement

rates for AFDC recipients enrolled in CETA were much

lower than for other CETA participants, and that neither

employment program was working closely with the state's

education and training agencies.

As a result of the committee's work, the Maine State

Legislature passed an innovative bill calling for greater
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access to education and training programs, increased

coordination of employment and training programs and the

use of economic development funds to create jobs for

AFDC recipients. The Commissioners of Human Services,

Labor, and Education were jointly charged with the

implementation of the law.

At the same time, Governor Joseph Brennan seized on

the opportunity provided by the Omnibus Budget Reconcilia-

tion Act of 1981 to apply for authority to operate a WIN

Demonstration Program. Because federal funds for WIN

were declining, he was particularly interested in the

possibility of using an AFDC recipient's grant to subsi-

dize her transition to work.

WEET Program Innovations

From these three initiatives, the Welfare Employment,

Education and Training, or WEET, Program was born. State

authorizing legislation established our program goal: to

help AFDC recipients find and keep employment that would

eliminate their dependency on public assistance and achieve

economic self-sufficiency.

Designing a program to achieve this goal presented a

real challenge. Maine is a poor state. We rank 40th out

of the 50 states in family income; nearly 40% of the popula-

tion lives on the borderline of poverty. Even though Maine's
economy is growing, it is not creating high paying jobs.

We continue to rely heavily on our natural resource-based

industries that provide low-paying, and often, seasonal

work. Maine's fastest growing industries are in the trade

and service sector that also offer low-paying, part-time

and seasonal work.

It was clear to program planners that, given Maine's
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economy and the limited education, skills and work experience

of many women on welfare, woknalde to do more than offer

phort-term training and job search assistance. Con equently;

the WEET Program was designed with two innovative features:

first, supporting registrants in a wide range of education

and training activities so they can obtain primary labor

market jobs; second, working with the state's economic

development-agencies to target new jobs for AFDC recipients.

Support for Education and Training

Our role is to provide a woman wishing to improve her

employability with employment counseling, preparation for

meeting training program entrance requirements, if necessary,

and financial support for child care and transportation.

. Since the program's inception in 1982, we have helped

over 3,000 AFDC recipients become more employable through

supporting them in a wide range of training activities.

The training programs used by our registrants divide

almost equally between those that enhance general employ-

ability, such as, remedial education and prevocational

training, and those directed to specific occupations such

as skills, training, and post-secondary education. Theae

training activities reflect the diversity of needs of our

registrant-population as they move toward employment.

We have also enhanced education and training opportun-

ities for AFDC recipients by working closely with the other

employment and training agencies in the state including

JTPA, the Displaced Homemakers Project, adult education,

and the vocational technical institutes.

Support for Job Creation

Because of the lack of good jobs in Maine, we are
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working closely with the state's economic development

agencies to access newly created jobs for AFDC recipients.

Coastal Enterprises, Inc., a private non-profit community

. development corporation, loans money to Maine-owned small

businesses. In return for the loan, the business agrees to

hire and train disadvantaged job seekers. AFDC recipients

are a primary target group for these jobs. The WEET Pro-

gram pays part of the salary of the employment and training

specialist who negotiates the training plan with each small

business.

The WEET Program initially contracted with the Stet,'

Development Office to fund a position to market employment

and training services to new and expanding businesses in

Maine and to advocate for the employment of AFDC recipients.

This activity has proved so valuable that the State Deve-

lopment Office requested, and the State Legislature recently

approved, the creation of a position to continue on a per-
manent basis.

A year ago, the State Legislature enacted:a bill requir-

ing businesses who employ more than ten people and receive

financing from the state's finance authority to prepare an

employment ,lan defining potential jobs. These jobs crea-

ted through public financing also target AFDC recipients.

The State Development Office specialist assists businesses in

developing their plans and contacts local WEET offices when

the jobs become available.

These initiatives are experimental in nature and have

encountered implementation obstacles. But from them we are

learning what more we have to do to prepare AFDC recipients

for jobs and to support them once they are employed.

WEET Accomplishments

So, is the WEET Program working? AFDC mothers think sc..

We have increased the propc.rtion of voluntary registrants
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from 15% under WIN, to over half of our current caseload.

This means that AFDC recipients are choosing to come to

us for help in finding jobs because they believe we have

something of value to offer them.

Since 1982, we have increased our active caseloads by

56%. Last year 1,400 WEET registrants got jobs, an increase

of 30% over the previous year.

Because we want our participants to move off of welfare

permanently, we maintain contact with them for a year after

the get a job. Our one year retention rate is 66%. The

welfare savings, generated in just the first year these

women work, pays the cost of running the program for a year.

We know that the program is working well in Maine.

S.1081: The Work Opportunities and Welfare Proposal

I will now turn to a consideration of S.1081, the

Administration's proposed alternative to WIN, Work Oppor-

tunities and Welfare. Imp'ementation of this proposal woui,'

require a drastic change in Maine welfare employment philo-

sophy and in program operation.

Five provisions of the proposal would have a negative

impact on what we are trying to accomplish: the services

that could be provided under WOW, the participation re-

quirements, the funding formula, the funding level, and the

imposition of financial penalties.

WOW'S Program Options

The WEET P-^qram supports a wide range of employment,
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education and training services to respond to the varying

needs of our clients. In spite of the assertion of WOW

supporters that states would be afforded greater flexi-

bility in program design, WOW would restrict work program
options to those that are "employment directed". Employ-

ment directed programs are defined as those that "enhance

employment opportunities through practical work experience
rather than by means of classroom or similar educational

or training programs". I interpret this language to mean

that we could not support our registrants in 80% of the

training and education activities in which they are now
engaged. If women on AFDC in Maine are to obtain jobs that

will allow them and their children to move out of poverty,

they must be given the opportunity to gain skills for

which there is a demand in their local labor markets.

The major items in our client service budget, are

child care and transportation. The only reference to

support services in the WOW proposal is to the payment of

zhild carp and transportation during employment search.

If we were not able to help pay for child care and

transportation under WOW, few participants would be able

to attend the limited training that would be permitted

WOW's Participation Requirements

Because of our determination to provide quality employ-

ment and training services and our limited rosources, we

only mandate the registration of AFDC recipients who have

children over six and who live in areas accessible to local

WEET offices. Approximately half of Maine's AFDC families

live in these areas. WOW would require all employable

AFDC applicants and recipients to participate in employ-

ment related activities. Under WOW, you would be employable
if you have children under six, are not ill, and are not

already working at least 30 hours a week. There is no

551



546

exception for geographic remoteness. Consequently, we

would be required to work with the other half of Maine's

AFDC population living in isolated communities and rural

areas where there are few jobs and even less employment-

directed activity to refer to.

WOW's Funding Formula

The third provision that would affect the W?:ET

Program is the WOW funding formula. Our federal alloca-

tion has not changed since 1981. If it were not for the

support of our State Legislature, the client service share

of our overall budget would be getting smaller every year.

But at least we have known what our federal allocation

would be. Under WOW, each state's share of the federal

allocation would be based on the size of its employable

recipient pool. Individuals currently exempt due to geo-

graphic remoteness would be counted in determining the

state's share only if the Secretary of Health and Human

Services determines that there is sufficient basis for

doing so. Obviously, this provision favors states that

are either already operatiny programs that promote maximum

participation, or states with high population densities.

WOW'S Funding Level

Not only would the formula change under WOW, but the

funding level would as well. The proposed cap is half of

what states are now receiving to run AFDC work programs.

Assuming we could count our remote recipients, we would

receive half the amount of federal funding to work with

twice the number of registrants we now serve.

WOW's Financial Penalities

The final provision that would have a chilling affect
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on the WEET Program is the financial penalty that would be

applied if we failed to me s., the proposal's participation

targets. The first year of enactment, 25% of all employ-

able applicants and recipients would have to be referred

for participation in employment-related activities, 50% the
next year, and 75% thereafter. Federal funding would be

reduced to the extent we failed to meet these targets.

If our success were to be measured by these parti-

cipation requirements, the focus of WEET staff activity

would shift from providing quality employment and training

counseling to producing quantities of paperwork to docu-

ment that applicants and regtstants had been referred to

employment-directed activities. There is nothing in the

WOW proposal to reward states for helping AFDC recipients

get jobs, much less rewarding them for achieving long-

term job retention and consequent welfare savings.

National Welfare Employment Policy Changes

To conclude my testimony, I would like to recommend

two national welfare employment policy changes for your

consideration.

Establishing a National Welfare Employment

Policy Goal

First, I would like to see Congress establish economic

self-sufficiency as the goal of welfare employment policy

in this country. Programs as diverse as WEET

and the WOW proposal use terms like self-sufficiency

and self-reliance to describe what we ere trying to

accomplish. 'But there is no agreement on what we mean

by the term "self-sufficiency" or how to measure it. Only

after we have agreed on performance measures that go be-

yond participation rates and job placement rates, can we

assess which service strategies are truely effective in
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I would also like to see included in national welfare

employment policy incentives for serving long-term, hard-

to-employ, AFDC recipients. These are the people who are

least likely to leave welfare without our help, and, as

research has shown, are the ones who make the greatest

gains from program interventions. It is also the group

which will generate the greatest welfare savings.

However, as the Office of Family Assistance acknow-

ledged in its draft report on the WIN allocation formula,

conventional program performance measures such as job

placement rates, are negatively associated with net impact.

Net impact is the difference between program outcomes and

what would have been accomplished without the program.

When program operators are rewarder' or the number of

immediate job placements they obtain, they will tend to

select participants who are most likely to succeed in the

program but who are also most likely to get jobs on their

own.

As program operators, we need you to direct us to

identify and target our hard-to-employ clients, to provide

us with sufficient funds to serve them, and to develop

performance factors that we can use to measure our success.

This policy would clearly distinguish us form other employ-

ment and training programs that typically serve only the

AFDC recipients mostly likely 4, get jobs.

Once these two national policy goals have been estab-

lished, I would like states to be free to design programs

that will work best in their respective economic and social

climates. In the spirit of New Federalism, the block grant

mechanism could be used to allocate federal funds to gov-

ernors who would then have discretion in how to spend them.
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Giving states the flexibility to design their own pro-

grams and sufficient resources to operate theM, would be the

best way to achieve a national goal of economic self-suffi-

ciency for hard-to-employ women.

Financing the Transition from Welfare to Work

My second recommendation for changing national welfare

employment policy.has to do with the financing the transition

from welfare to work. If we are to succeed with women who

have poor work histories and few skills, we will need a reli-

able and adequate source of financing to do so.

We all know that income maintenance programs are very

costly. In Maine, the investment in moving welfare recipients

into employment equals one percent of the cost of maintaining

people on welfare. It only makes sense to use income maintain-

ance payments to fund the transition from welfare to work.

The return on this investment is the reduc'.ion in the long-

term economic and social costs of welfare dependency and the

increase in taxes and buying power resulting from productive

employment.

We ire trying the one option currently available to us,

the use of an AFDC recipients grant to subsidize on-the-job

training. However, our experience is similar to that of other

states doing grant diversion: an OJT or wage subsidy works as

transition mechanism for only a small proportion of our case-

loads.

I would like the flexibility to use grant diversion to

pay for whatever is olocking an individual from achieving

and maintaining employment. Examples of the possible uses of

grant diversion are:

Paying for training for which no ocher funding source

exists,

Subsidizing the costs of child care for women who

could not afford to work otherwise,

Assisting in the purchase of health insurance for women

taking jobs that have no health benefits or offer plans
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that are too expensive, and

Providing capital for starting a small business.

This assistance would be limited to the period of

transition when the most difficult adjustments to work are
being made.

Conclusion

In conclusion, I contend that there are no panaceas or

simple answers to the problems of poverty and dependency

facing single mothers in this country. We cannot afford to
shut our eyes to the size of the problem or to refuse to

take on the difficult task of finding creative solutions to it.

Thank you for your attention. I would be pleased to

respond to any questions you may have.

Mr. WEISS. Thank you very much, Ms. Wilcox. Mr. Fleming.

STATEMENT OF JAMES T. FLEMING, STATE REPRESENTATIVE,
CONNECTICUT GENERAL ASSEMBLY

Mr. FLEMING. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the
committee. I would like to point one thing out. In Connecticut, we
have joint committees with the house and the senate. They both
serve together, and sometimes that avoids problems. In addition,
we do not meet when the legislature is in session which sometimes
tends to make the flow of the business a little faster. But I have to
say that this committee's business is moving faster than my own
committee in Connecticut, as my remarks did start out good morn-
ing.

Mr. WEISS. It has been our experience, Mr. Fleming, that when
the House and Senate meet together, we get into more trouble. Go
ahead.

Mr. FLEMING. I am pleased to have an oppo tunity to testify
before you today. I hope that my remarks will pre ve helpful to you
as you pursue legislation to create greater opportunities for self-
sufficiency for women in poverty.

I think that we are showing in the State of Connecticut that
given flexibility in the use of Federal dollars that States can design
creative cost effective programs to address the historical problems
of poverty and welfare dependency.

At the same time, however, it is important, I think particularly
important to mention at this hearing, that both State legislators
and the Federal Government should continue to closely monitor
the operation of State welfare agencies to protect program integri-
ty.

As cochairman of the Human Services Committee, I have worked
to promote State policies to meet both of these priorities. And I am
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proud to say that in Connecticut this year the Connecticut General
Assembly passed and the Governor has signed very comprehensive
welfare reform legislation.

I would point out that Connecticut has a Democratic Governor
and a Republican house and senate, and we managed to work out a
bill that we can all agree on. This law is entitled, "An Act Con-
cerning Welfare Reform." It is a very far-reaching act. It contains
important provisions aimed at curbing fraud, waste, and error in
the delivery of public assistance.

At the same time, it increases accountability of the State's prin-
cipal welfare agency, the depaztspent of income maintenance, and
gives the legislature great oversight over that department.

The reforms within this bill include such things as bank cross-
matching which is used to identify recipients on public assistance
who may be exceeding eligibility standards. We provide for photo
ID's for AFDC and food stamp recipients, and provisions for students
who are 18 years of age and on our State AFDC Program, that they
be in good standing in order to participate, good standing in school
in order to participate in that State program.

And it also requires that the States commissioner of income
maintenance submit the waivers through the legislature before
they are submitted to the Federal Government, so that we may
review them.

And in addition, we provided for the automatic indexing of the
welfare increase in Connecticut. It was by doing several things in
the same bill that I think that we achieved a coalition among liber-
als and conservatives in the Connecticut State government.

Now specifically with relation to opportunities in terms of jobs.
which is the subject matter of this hearing, the bill contained three
or four job programs. One of the most important is a voluntary
work program for heads of households on AFDC. I emphasize it is
voluntary.

This program is earmarked and has to concentrate on people
who are long-term dependent on AFDC in Connecticut. That would
be over 10 years, and it is 10 to 12 percent who have been on for
more than 10 years. We have included in the bill the stipulation
that day care and transportation be provided. I think that it is es-
sential. I would point out in this program that you are not going to
see an outstanding success rate. We are dealing with the most diffi-
cult population.

Nevertheless, we have not had a program in Connecticut which
emphasized the need for providing job opportunities for long-term
dependents on AFDC.

In addition, we provided for a program whereby people who are
AFDC-TIP, unemployed parents, where you have two people in a
household, two adults, that they do a weekly job search. Once
again, I have to say that some of the bill was political. There is
concern in Connecticut by constituents that people should be out
looking for work.

We are going to try this on a limited basis in Connecticut. If it is
successful, we will expand it.

In addition, we provided for job creation in the private sector by
utilization of the Neighborhood Assistance Act providing a tax

557



552

credit to those in private industry who would provide training and
employment to people who are on welfare in Connecticut.

But perhaps the most important or perhaps most innovative pro-
gram which the Welfare Reform Act called for was really a coali-
tion between private industry councils (the PIC's), the State, the
towns, the unions, and construction industry in Connecticut where-
by we have gotten agreement amongst those parties to provide
entry level positions into union apprenticeship programs m Con-
necticut, most likely in the Hartford area where we have a very
deep problem with general assistance or a local welfare problem, to
move them into the appreuticeship training program.

I think that it is remarkable that we could get all of those par-
ties to agree to support, this type of legislation. I would .point out
that there was one thing that was not in the bill, one thing that I
would have liked to have seen in the bill, but because of Federal
regulations we really could not do it.

Connecticut is involved in repairing their roads and bridges. We
have had some problems up there with bridges falling down and so
forth. So the Governor has decided to embark on an infrastructure
renewal program which involves Federal dollars.

W would have liked to have included in this bill a provision
whereby if you were going to use State and Federal dollars to come
in and contract to help repair Connecticut's roads, that you would
have an obligation to take some of our general assistance recipients
in and train them, and put them to work on a jobsite.

We found that we would have run into problems with our Feder-
al highway funds if we did that. It is something that perhaps is not
directly of cognizance in this subcommittee, but something none-
theless that the Federal Government should look at in terms of
trying to provide some flexibility to the States in that area

In addition, I mention that we need to have oversight by legisla-
tures, and by Congress, and by the Federal Government over the
way that programs are operated at the State level. And I would
urge this subcommittee, and I know that it will be the subject
matter of perl.aps another hearing, to support Representative Row-
land's bill con" -ring bank cross-matching.

Bank cross-matching was put into effect in Connecticut on a pilot
basis when Representative Rowland and I served in the legislature
together. And as a result of just six banks, and I will tie this into
the subject matter of this hearing, but as a result If just doing
cross-match in six banks, we yielct3d $140,000 in saviags from 275
people who were not entitled to receive benefits.

It sounds small when you look at the Federal budget. I know
that. In Connecticut, it is not small money. We estimate that just
with those six banks that we could yield as much as $7C0,000 in
savings for the State. Because of that pilot program, we have ex-
panded it statewide. And we will do a program this year whereby
35 percent of the deposits in State lending institutions will bo cov-
ered by a program, and we estimate that we could yield $1.3 mil-
lion in a return to the State which we could then use, I would
hope, to fund job training programs

Representative Rowlands bill would provide that the administra-
tive cost would be picke' up by the Feder, 1 Government. Now this
program in Connecticut that we have implemented this year that
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the Governor has just signed has an administrative State cost of
about $100,000. One of the programs that we are running under
the Welfare Reform Act for AFDC in the Norwalk area will cost us
abi. at $100,000.

The point is if we could get those administrative costs back, we
could roll it back into programs for employment. Thus putting in a
fraud control measure in Connecticut which is having a positive
dollar yield to the State gives people confidence in our welfare
system and is important with respect to building political support
to continue some of our programs and it provides needed extra dol-
lars for social service programs.

The main point is, thrt because we have these administrative
costs, we could not spend more money in other areas where we
might have liked to. For instance, maybe a little bit bigger job
training program in Connecticut. My point is, please look at that
legislation and consider that you can tie the issues of welfare
reform and fraud control, and the need for innovation in good job
training programs on a State level if you provide flexibility, if you
try to build a coalition between what may appear at first to be in-
dividuals who are totally at odds.

I deal with interest groups all of the time in the State of Con-
necticut. You can get them to work together, you can find a
common basis. This bill was a compromise between some of the
most liberal members of the Connecticut Legislature and some of
the most conservative members of the Connecticut Legislation. But
putting our heads together, we found something that could work.

And I think that it is one thing to talk about the need to reform
welfare systems and provide new programs. But if you cannot get
th:: votes tor it, this hearing and the debate on the floor is not
worth too much. If you can build that coalition and get people to
cooperate, it can really have an impact for the States.

Sri in closing, I would urge you to provide No. 1, flexibility to the
States as much as possible, continued oversight where it is neces-
sary, for instance to redu:e the fraud and error rates. Connecticut
has seen some significant penalties from the Federal Government.
And I do not relish those penalties, because it represents dollars
that we do not have for the truly needy in Connecticut. However,
the double-digit error rates Connecticut experienced when I was
first elected to the legislature, and these standards were put into
effect by President Carter and a Democratic House and Senate in
Washington, the error rates have dropped in Connecticut thus we
are providing assistance to the truly needy. Sanctions are neces-
sary, the error rates are still above the targets; but nevertheless,
the sanctions are an appropriate management tool to stop waste
and fraud.

You should look at those very closely, because we cannot afford
to waste social services dollars which are so scarce both on the Fed-
eral and on the State level.

Thank you very much for this opportunity to talk to you, and I
would be happy to answer any questions that you might have.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Fleming follows:]
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TESTIMONY OF STATE REP. JAMES T. FLEHING OF CONNECTICUT BEFORE
THE SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS AND HUMAN
RESOURCES OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE 0.4 GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS

JULY 10, 1985

Good morning. My name is Jim Fleming and I am co-chairman of the

joint standing committee on Human Services of the Connecticut General

Assembly.

Mr. Chairman, members of the committee, I am very pleased to have

an opportunity to testify before you today. I hope that my remarks will

prove helpful to you as you pursue legislation to create greate-

opportunities for self-sufficiency for women in poverty.

: think that we are showing in the State of Connecticut that,

given flexibility in the use of federal dollars, states can design

creative, cost-effective programs to address the historical problems of

poverty and welfare dependency. At the same time, however, it is

important that both state legislatures and the federal government

continue to closely monitor the operations of state welfare agencies to

protect program integrity. The ability of states to formulate

innovative human services policy through the use of waivers from

federal program requirements is dependent on the assurance that limited

federal funds will not be lost because of poor management of them by

state agencica.

As co-chairman of the Human Services Committee, and, previously,

as ranking member, I have worked to promote state policies to meet both

of these priorities.

I an proud to say that this year the Connecticut General Assembly
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has passed, and the Governor has signed, the most comprehensive welfare

reform legislation enacted in the state in decades.

This law, entitled "An Act Concerning Welfare Reform* is an

omnibus act which contains important provisions aimed at curbing fraud,

waste, and error in the delivery of public assistance, and at

increasing the accountability of the state's principal welfare agency,

the Departmentof Income Maintenance, to the legislature. These reforms

include a statewide bank cross-match program to identify recipients of

public assistance with assets exceeding eligibility standards, the

distribution of photo ID's to AFDC and Food Stamp recipients, and a

provision that students eighteen and older attending post-secondary

schools be required to be in "good standing" as a condition of

receiving benefits under AFDC. It also requires the state's

Commissioner of Income Maintenance to submit applications for federal

waivers to the legislature for a review similar to the review currently

given to plans for the expenditure of federal block grants. The purpose

of these measures is to help ensure that scarce state and federal

resources are directed to those truly in need, and are not jeopardized

by avoidable federal sanctions.

These administrative reforms are a necessary complement to a

number of initiatives in the act which are intended to expand job

opportunities for recipients and reduce incentives to remain on public

assistance. I take special pride in these initiatives, because they

demonstrate that states, in cooperation with private sector groups, can

develop innovative job training and placement programs through the

block grant approach.

The act utilizes existing resources to establish a pilot voluntary
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work program for heads of households in the AFDC program. Thir program

will be targeted to those who are long-term dependent on AFDC: that is,

who have received benefits for ten years or more. These recipients

currently make up over 10% of the AFDC caseload in Connecticut. This

jobs program will include such necessary support services as day care

and transportation, without which AFDC mothers are often unable to

leave public assistance for long-term employment. It also provides for

a mandatory weekly job search for principal earners in the APDC-UP

program.

We also seek to spur job creation in the private sector for those

dependent on public support by permitting firms to claim a tax credit

through our state's Neighborhood Assiatnce Act for establishing

education a.id employment training programs for AFDC recipients.

One of the more innovative provisions of the act takes advantage

of a unique partnership between the state, towns, the construction

industry, labor unions, and private industry councils to provide

meaningful job training and entry-level access to union apprenticeship

programs for our General Assistance, or local welfare, recipients. This

will be a grant diversion program funded by a portion of the 6%

discretionary funds available for jo training incentives under the

federal Job Training Partnership Act. General Assistance, intended as

short-term unemployment relief, is increasingly becoming a form of

long-term assistance, especially in our largest cities. I am very

hopeful that this pilot program will succeed in placing many recipients

in job training that will offer a prospect for permanent employment,

and prove itself to be , -4 to reduce the GA burden on our

municipalities stat,wide. I have been very gratified by the
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indispensable help we have received from the cities, private industry

councils, and labor unions in setting up this program. It demonstrates

that some of the best ideas for solving the seemingly intractable

problems of chronic unemployment and poverty are out there - in

business and industry, labor, and in our localities. All it takes to

put these Ideas to work is some receptiveness and imagination on the

part of state and federal officials, and the flexibiiity to use public

funds in new and cost-effective ways.

I would urge this committee to enact legislation that will provide

for broad discretion in the use of federal dollars on the state and

local level to permit states to experiment within existing programs to

put people back to work and keep them off welfare. With sufficient

funds and sufficient flexibility in using them, states can design

programs that take advantage of the resources of local communities and

voluntary groups to meet the special needs of regions and localities.

But at t 1 same time, I would also urge the Administration and

this committee to rigorously enforce federal guidelines and regulations

which are aimed at states with high error rates in the expenditure of

federal funds for public assistance programs. I believe that the use of

sanctions by the federal government is a necessary and appropriate

management tool to stop the misuse of federal funds by state agercies.

Without the potential for such sanctions, states will continue to waste

our very precious social services dollars. I would point out that my

own state has regrettably been fined millions of dollars in the last

several years for errors in its AFDC, Food St 4., and other programs. I

do not relish the loss of federal dollars, because such sanctions do,

as I've said, limit what we as legislative policymakers can do to
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create new programs to help people in need in our states. But I can

assure you that, at least in the state of Connecticut, the pressure is

on state agencies to reduce error rates through the kinds of reforms I

have described here today.

In this regard, I strongly ask the committee's favorable

consideration of legislation introduced by Rep. John Rowland which wi71

help states fight the fraudulent use of public assistance

benefits by recipients. Rep. Rowland's bill will provide states with

reimbursement for the administrative costs associated with setting up

bank cross-match progra.s to detect fraud and abuse in welfare

programs, and so provide a need incentive for states to adopt this

proven system of quality control.

In 1982, when Rep. Rowland and I served together in the

Connecticut General Assembly, we were successful in gaining passage of

a bill establishing a pilot bank. cross-match program. This pilot

program, which involved only six banks in the state, has already

yielded a return of $140,000 from 275 recipients who held assets in

excess of the law. Our Department of Income Maintenance estimates that

as much as $750,000 may eventually be recovered as a result of this

very modest pilot project.

On the basis of these encouraging results, a statewide bank

cross-match program has been incorporated into the Welfare Reform Act

which was enacted into law in Connecticut this year. The Department

proj.,cts that this program will bring significant dollars back to the

state for the benefit of the truly needy people in Connecticut.

. would also ask your support for any incentives that the federal

government can provide .o states to encourage them to adopt such
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qual.ty control measures as photo I.D.'s, provider lock-out, recipient

lock-in, case management, primary care, home health care, and others

too numerous to name. I am convinced, based on my experience as a state

legislator, that these measures will produce significant benefits in

terms of providing cost-effective, quality care for those who need it,

while at the same time ensuring program integrity so that we can

continue to innovate at the state level.

In summary, therefore, I urge this committee to encourage

flexibility by states in the use of federal funds for public assistance

programs, to provide incentives tt. the states to be innovative and to

utilize private sector resources, and to remain diligent in pursuing

states that consistent'': fail to control fraud and abuse. These goals,

most often considered st 'ely from each other, should instead be a

part of a unified state - federal policy to improve the delivery of

public assistance to those in need.

Thank you for your attention. I will be happy to answer any

questions that you might have.
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Mr. IVEss. Thank you, Mr. Fleming. Mr. Cove.

STATEMENT OF PETER M. COVE, PRESIDENT, AMERICA WORKS

Mr. COVE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to thank the mem-
bers of the committee for the honor and the opportunity to speak
to you today about the employment services offered by my compa-
ny and their possible relevance to national employment policy.

America Works is a private for profit company created in 1984 to
assist AFDC recipients and other dependent citizens in securing
permanent unsubsidized jobs in the private sector. We utilize a
model known as supported work which was pioneered in the mid-
1970's by the Transitional Employment Enterprises [TEE], in Mas-
sachusetts and New Hampshire.

During the previous decade, TEE has succeeded in placing over
6,000 AFDC recipients into jobs. Because of TEE's success, the Com-
monwealth of Massachusetts under the leadership of Governor. Mi-
chael Dukakis has adopted supported work as State policy through
its superb employment and training program which you heard
about this morning.

Thirty vendors now offer supported work to AFDC recipients and
mentally retarded citizens throughout Massachusetts. This effort
was spearheaded by former State Senator Chet Atkins who is now
a U.S. Congressman from the Fifth Congressional District in Mas-
sachusetts.

I served as president of TEE from 1976 until 1984 when I left to
found America Works to essentially take us on the road. In March
of 1984, America Works contracted with the Ohio Department of
Human Services to establish divisions of our company in Dayton
and Cleveland. Tb, companies known as Ohio Works have re-
cently completed ,ir first year of operations, and have been re-
funded for anothe ear.

In our startup r in cities with unemployment rates exceeding
10 percent, we surceeded in placing nearly 190 AFDC recipients
into permanent unsubsidize4 jobs in private companies.

Our newest division, Connecticut Works, is opening its doors in
the Hartford-New Britain area later this month. The State of New
York is currently considering legislation which would establish a
support work program in New York City. We hope to be involved
in this effort in :noperation with a major New York bank.

Several other States including California, Michigan, Illinois,
Delaware, and Texas have also expressed interest in conti acting
for our services. And I think that our approach may offer some
useful lessons for national policy as well.

In my view, one of the tragic ironies of our society involves the
simultaneous existence of thousands of private companies deperate-
ly searching for reliable entry level employees and thousands of
unemployed and publicly dependent citizens equally desperate to
find a job that will lift thcm out of poverty and dependence. Even
more frustrating is the fact that most of the Government welfare
employment strategies proposed and implemented by liberals and
conservatives alike in I scent decades have failed to bridge this gap.

Essentially, Government has adopted two approaches to the prob-
lem of welfare dependency in recent years. The first approach,
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characterized by both the public works jobs programs of the 1960's
and 1970's and the workfare programs of the 1970's aw' 1980's, has
assumed that the creation of marginal employment opportunities
by Government is the best way to put welfare recipients to work.

Although such policies may be the only recourse in some rural
areas where the local economy simply cannot produce enough jobs,
they are often counterproductive in urban areas where the majori-
ty of welfare recipients live.

Both types of programs place people in artificially created jobs
which last only as long as funding can be maintained. In both cases
as well, Government pays the whole bill. Rarely do such programs
provide opportunities for permanent removal from public support
or genuine self-sufficiency.

In the case of workfare, the added factor of mandatory participa-
tion make the program little more than a punitive exercise de-
signed to ease the moral indignation of taxpayers and politicians
who are convinced that people stay on welfare because they do not
want to work.

The successes of America Works and TEE have demonstrated
that real jobs do exist for many of our hardcore unemployed. Fur-
ther, the voluntary nature of both companies illustrates the fact
that most welfare recipients do indeed want to work, and that they
often make extraordinarily productive employees.

The key is to provide access to the jobs for dependent citizens,
and to make it worthwhile for private seam employers to hire
them.

The second approach attempted by Government includes a
number of programs designed to use public spending to stimulate
or leverage the resources of the private sector to address the issue
of growing welfare dependency. Three examples are publicly
funded job training initiatives, targeted job tax credits, and trans-
fer payment diversion or the conversion of dependency payments
into wage subsidies.

In the first case, Government invests in human capital in an at-
tempt to provide the unemployed with the skills that they need to
compete for existing jobs. In the other two, tax credits and wage
subsidies provide a financial incentive to firms who will hire these
people.

All of these strategies start off in the right direction, but none
goes far enough. Tax credit, wage subsidies, and newly trained
workers are poorly marketed to firms, who consequently see little
to gain from participating in the programs.

Companies continue to be plagued by absenteeism, turnover, and
unfilled jobs while potentially reliable workers are forced onto the
ever growing welfare rolls. The gap persists.

Private companies like America Works and TEE have the unique
ability to position themselves squarely in the region where public
and private interests converge. To Government, we can offer a way
to use scarce public resources to leverage private sector involve-
ment in welfare employment initiatives.

To welfare recipients, we offer not only training, but also direct
access to real jobs. To business, we offer streamlined recruitment,
substantial cost savings, risk free hiring, and, most important, ca-
pable and reliable workers who will stay on the job and improve
productivity.
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More than 400 New England companies through TEE and 80
Ohio firms in our first year of Ohio Works have been willing to pay
for this valuable service, thereby decreasing the burden on public
budgets.

Why is America Works able to succeed where Government has
often failed? In essence, we are the public private link which Gov-
ernment programs lack. We provide a public service using an en-
trepreneurial approach and sophisticated private sector marketing
techniques. We are thus able to make newly trained workers,
TJTC's, and grant diversion/wage subsidies attractive to fellow pri-
vate companies in a way that Government never has.

As with so many other recent examples of successful privatiza-
tion of Government services such as trash collection, an entrepre-
neurial approach is used to maximize the return on public invest-
ment.

In addition, America Works offers a strategy wYch cuts across
traditional ideological and party lines. For instance, funding for
our Ohio companies was secured largely through the efforts of two
men, Democratic Governor Richard Celeste and Republican State
Senator Mike Fox, who seldom find themselves on the same side of
welfare issues.

Perhaps they are both disillusioned with big Government or are
appalled by the increasing cost of dependency. Whatever their rea-
sons, here may be a private solution to an intractable Government
problem which a wide range of the political spectrum can agree
upon.

America Works is in some ways similar to a temporary employ-
ment agency. There are, however, several major differences. First,
our workers are recruited exclusively from the ranks of those cur-
rently dependent on public assistance programs, primarily AFDC.
Second, our revenues are generated from a unique combination of
public and private source& including fees paid by private companies
and conversion of welfare grants into wage subsidies, in addition to
new public spending.

Finally, America Works' ultimate goal is to get its workers hired
permanently by the contracting company. The simplest way to ex-
plain our operation is to give you an example of an actual situation
that TEE worked with in Boston.

The Bank of Boston was faced with a manpower problem at its
main data information center. There were 90 vacancies in entry
level jobs and a very high turnover. The ce.iter was located next to
the Columbia Point housing project where hundreds of women re-
ceiving AFDC resided and were unemployed yet wanting to work.

Here is how we handled the situation: The bank and TEE agreed
to make a certain number of job slots available for TEE candidates.
A TEE site supervisor was assigned to work with the bank, so that
TEE could understand the employee characteristics desired by the
bank. Later the TEE supervisor provided backup support to the
TEE employees, line supervisors, and the personnel department.

An accepted TEE mndidate remained on the TEE payroll during
an initiation pericd. Usually, this lasted for about 4 months. TEE
took the responsibility for rewarding and sanctioning the worker
during this trial period. During this period, the bank paid TEE a
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negotiated rate which was about $4.75 per hour for the services of
the TEE candidates, again all of whom were on AFDC.

Once the TEE candidates were hired, they became regular com-
pany employees and were added to the bank's payroll at the stand-
ard entry level wage. TEE handled the paperwork for the targeted
job tax credit and other tax credits.

In order to do this satisfactorily for the bank, people who applied
to TEE were rigorously interviewed and screened for motivation
for work before they were accepted. Once accepted, they were put
on the TEE payroll. They may have received some brush-up train-
ing in typing, clerical skils, or other job-related areas.

In addition, TEE staff helped solve problems such as day care
and transportation. TEE staff got to know the individual's job-relat-
ed strengths and weaknesses including their ability to work under
stress, independent thinking, and ability to work with others.

TEE staff matched up applicants with job slots in order to best
meet the bank's needs. TEE was able to fill almost all of the vacant
jobs, and reduced turnover from 90 to 100 percent in some depart-
ments at the bank to 10 percent for TEE workers. During the next
3 years, the bank hired over 120 recipients, and it is now over 200,
through TEE. Bank studies show that after 2 years as employees of
the bank, 80 percent are still there.

There are clearly many winners in this type of merger. Let me
try to identify the major benficiaries: First, the workers.

A wage is paid them while they are being trained and being pro-
ductive at the company, and in the job that they will eventually
fill.

Access is provided to a job that they N./mid unlikely get on their
own.

Sensitive supervision is provided and support services which help
ease the transition to full-time employment.

For the bank:
Reduced turnover;
Higher productivity;
Access to an inaccessible labor pool that sat right next door to

the bank offices;
Tax credits;
Recruitment, supervision, and training of the work force, reliev-

ing their managers of these responsibilities;
An easy and successful affirmative action activity oh the part of

the bank; and
A provision of training for company supervisors by TEE staff in

working with hard to place employees.
For the Government:
Reduced public expenditures on welfare and other dependency

payments;
A sizable financial commitment by the private sector as it pur-

chased TEE workers' services. This offsets the public costs for an
employment program;

Permanent unsubsidized jobs in the private sector for those least
likely to get employed; r.nd

Transfer payments were converted into wage subsidies, thus re-
ducing cdditional outlays for employment and training.
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The Bank of Bostrzi example illustrates how a private company
can successfully enlist the participation of other private companies
in efforts to reduce welfare dependency. With TEE acting as a mid-
dleman, public resources were used to leverage the bank's re-
sources, thus easing the burden on Massachusetts taxpayers. A
genuine all-win situation was created.

America Works' approach offers a solution which transcends the
tired liberal/conservative dispute over whether we should punish
or pamper welfare recipients. Instead we provide people with
access to permanent jobs which can free them from dependency
and despair.

In a democratic society, Government will always be uniquely
qualified to determine the course of public policy. It may be, how-
ever, that the Government is not always as well suited to adminis-
ter these programs. Admittedly, not all goals of Government lend
themselves to private solutions.

But in the case of welfare employment policy, privatization may
offer one way to avoid a zero sum game. Because Government
spending is used to leverage private sector resources, the impact of
each public dollar spent is mailnized. At a time when Government
agencies are searching for ways to cut budgets without abandoning
important public responsibilities, such an opportunity should not
be ignored. Thank you very much.

1:The prepared statement of Mr. Cove follows:]
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AMERICA WORKS

Testimony given to, Peter M. Cove to the
Intergovernmental Relations and Human Resources
Subcommittee of the Committee on Government
Operations of the U.S. House of Representatives,
July 10, 1985.

My name is Peter Cove, and I am President of AmericaWorks, company based in Boston, Massachusetts. I want tothank the members of the committee for the honor -.nd
opportunity to speak to you today about the employment
services offered by my company, and their possible relevance
to national employment policy.

America Works is a private, for-proft company create,'
in 1984 to assist AFDC recipients and other dependw'
citizens in securing permanent, unsubsidized jobs in the'rivets sector. We utilize a model known as supported work
which was pioneered in the mid-1970s by TransitionalEmployment Enterprises (TEE) in Massachusetts and New
Hampshire. During the previous decade, TEE has succeeded in
placing over six thousand AFDC recipients into Sobs. Because
of TEE's success, the Commonwealth of Massachusetts, underthe leadership of Governor Michael Dukakis, has adopted
supported work as state policy through its supurb employmentand training program. Thirty vendors now offer supported
work to AFDC re:ipients and mentally retarded citizensthroughout' Massachusetts. This effort was spearheaded by
former State Senator Chester Atkins, now U.S., Cong
from the 5th congressional district in Masslichusetts. I'
served as President of TEE from 1976 until 1984v when I left
to found America Works.

In March, 1904, America Works contracted with the Ohio
Department of Human Services to establish divisions of our
company in Dayton and Cleveland. These companies, known as
Chico Works, have recently completed their first year ofoperations, and have been refunded for another year. In ourstart-up year, in cities with unemployment rates exceeding
10%, we succeeded in placing nearly 190 AFDC recipients intopermanent, unsubsidized Jobs in private companies. Ournewest division, Connecticut Works, is opening its doors in
the Hartford-Now Britain area later this month. The state ofNew York is currently considering legislation which would
establish a supported work program in New York City. we hopeto be involved in this effort in cooperation with majorNew York bank. Several other states, including California,Michigan, Illinois, Delaware and Texas have also expressed
interest in contracting for our services, and I think ourapproach 'ay offer some useful lesions for national policyas well.
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In my view, one of the traUic ironies of our societyinvolves the simultaneous existence of thousands of private
companies desperately searching for roliable entry-level
employees and thousands of unemployed and publicly-dependentcitizens. equally desperate to find job that will lift
them out of poverty and dependence. Evan mnre frustrating isthe fact that most of the government welfare employmentstrategies proposed and implemented by liberals and
conservatives alike in recent decades have failed to bridgethis gap.

Essentially, govenmen:: has adopted two approaches to
the problem of welfare dependency in recent years. The firstapproach, characterized by both the public works Jobsprograms of the sixties and seventies, and the "workfare"
programs of the seventies and eighties. has assumed that the
creation of marginal employment opportunities by government
is the best way to put welfare recipients to work. Although
such policies may be the only recourse in rural , therethe local economy simply cannot produce enough Jobs, theyare often counter-productive in urban where the
majority of welfare recipients live. Both types of programs;
place people in artificially-created jobs which last only as
long as funding can be maintained. In both caw, as wall,government pays the whole bill. Rarely do such programsprovide opportunities for permanent I from publicsupport or genuine self-sufficiency. In the case of
workfare, the added factor of mandatory participation makes
the program little more than punitive exercise. designed
to ease the moral indignation of taxpayers and politicians
who are convinced that people stay on welfare because they
do not want to work.

The successes of America Wo:'ks and TEE havedemonstrated that real Jobs do exist for many of our "hard
core unemployed." Further, the voluntary nature of both
companies illustrates the fact that most welfare recipientsdo indeed want to work, and that they often make
extraordinarily productive employees. The key is to provide
access to the Jobs for dependent citizens, and to make it
worthwhile for private sector employers to hire them.

The second approach attempted by government includes anumber of programs designed to use public spending to
stimulate or 1 go the resources of the private sector to
address the issue of growing welfare dependency. Three
exasples are publicly-funded job training initiatives,Targeted Jobs Tax Credits, and transfer paymcnt diversion.or the conversion of dependency payments into wage
subsidies. In the first case, government invests in human
capital in an attempt to provide the unemployed with the
skills they need to compete for existing jobs. In the other
two, tax credits and wage subsidies provide financiel
incentive to firms who will hire these people. All of these
strategies start off in the right direction. but none roes

572



567

...f...,

far enough. Tax credits, wage subsidies and newly-trained
workers are poorly marketed to fires, who consequently see
little to gain from participating in the programs. Companies
continue to be plagued by absenteeism, turnover and unfilled
Jobs, while potentially reliable workers are forced onto the
e ver-growing welfare rolls. The gap persists.

Private companies like America Works and TEE have the
unique ability to position themselves squarely in the region
where public and private interests converge. To government,
we can offer a way to use scarce public resources to
1 ge private sector invol in welfare employment
initiatives. To welfare recipients, we offer, not only
training, but also direct access to real Jobs. To business,
we offer istreamlined recruitment, substantial cost savings,
risk-free haring and, most important, capable and reliable
workers who will stay on the Job and improve productivity.
More than 400 New England companies thro_gh TEE and 80 Ohio
firms through Ohio Works have been willing to pay for this
valuable service, thereby d . ing the burden on public
budgets. Why is America Works able to succeed where
g t has often failed?

In , we acet the public-private link which
g t programs lack. We provide a public service using
an entrepeneurial approach and sophisticated private sector
marketing techniques. We are thus able to make newly-trained
markers, TJTCs and grant diversion/wage subsidies attractive
to fellow private companies in a way that government never
has. As with so many other recent examples of ouccessful
privatization of g t services, such as trash
collection, an entrepeneurial approach is used to saxinize
the returnon public investment.

In addition, America Works offers a strategy which can
cut across traditional ideological and party lines. Funding
for our Ohio companies was secured largely through the
e fforts of two men -- Democratic Governor Richard Celeste and
Republican State Senator Mike Fox--who seldom find
themselves on the same side of welfare issues. Perhaps they
ars both disillusioned with big g t or are appalled
by the increasing costs of dependency. Whatever their
reasons, here may be a private solution to an intractible
government problem which wide range of the political
spectrum can agree upon.

THE MODEL

America Works is, in some ways, similar to a temporary
e mployment agency. There are, however, 1 major
differences. First, our workers are recruited exclusively
from the ranks of those currently dependent on public
assistance programs--primarly AFDC. Second, our revenues are
g ted from a unique combination of public and p.ivate
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sources, including fees paid by private companies and
co ion of welfare grants into wage subsidies, in
additional to new public spendihg. Finally, America Works*
ultimate goal is to get its workers hired p ly by the
contracting company.

Th.: simplest way to explain our operation is to give
you an example of an actual situation TEE worked with in
Boston:

The Bank of Boston was faced with a manpower problem at
its main data information center. There were 90 vacancies in
entry-level Jobs and very high turnover. The center was
located next to the Columbia Point Housing Project, where
hundreds of women receiving AFDC resided and were unemployed
yet wanting to work. Here's how ms handled the situation*

The bank and TEE agreed to mare a certain number of Job
slots available for TEE candidates.

A TEE site supervisor was assigned to work with the
bank so that TEE could understand the employee
characteristics desired by the bank. Later, the TEE
supervisor provided backup support to the TEE
employees, line supervisors and the personnel
department.

An accepted TEE candidate remained on the TEE payroll
during an initiation period; usually this lasted for
about four months. TEE took the responsibility for

ding and sanctioning the worker during this trial
period.

During this period, the bank paid TEE negotiated rate
(about $4.75/hr) for the services of the TEE
candidates.

Once the TEE candidates were hired, they became regular
company employees and were added to the bank's payroll
at the standard entry-level wage. TEE handled the
paperwork the TJTC and other tax credits.

In order to do this satisfactorily for the bank,

People who applied to TEE were rigorously interviewed
and sc r d for motivation to work before they were
accepted.

Once accepted, they were put on the TEE payroll. They
may have received some brush-up training in typing,
clerical skills or other job- related .
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In addition, TEE staff helped to solve problems such as
day-care and transportation.

TEE staff got to know the individuals' Job-related
strengths and woakn , including their ability to
work under stress, independent thinking and ability to
work with others.

TEE staff matched up applicants with job slots in order
to best meet the bank's needs.

TEE was able to fill almost all of the vacant Jobs, an:
reduced turnover from 90-100% in some departments to 10% for
TEE workers. During the next three years, the bank hired
over 120 recipients of AFDC through TEE. Bank studies show
that after two years as employees of the bank, BOX are still
there.

There are clearly many winners in this type of merger.
Let me try to identify the major beneficiaries:

The Worker!

A wage is paid them while they are being trained and
being productive at the company, and in the Job they
will eventually fill.

Access is provided to Job that they would unlikely
get on their own.

Sensitive supervision is provided and support services
help to ease the transition to full-time employment.

Mr Qaph

Reduced Turnover

Higher Productivity

Access to an inaccessible labor pool

Tax Credits

Recruitment, supervision, and training of workforce,
relieving their managers of these responsibilities.

An easy and successful affirmative action activity

Provision of training for company supervisors by TEE
staff in working with hard to place employees.

The Government

Reduced public expenditures on welfare and other
dependency payments
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Sizable financial commitment by the private sector, as
it purchases TEE workers' services; this offsets the
public costs for an employment program.

P t unsubsidizod jobs in the private sector for
those least likely to be employed.

Transfer payments are converted into wage subsidies,
thus reducing additional outlays for employment and
training.

CONCLUSION

The Bank of Boston example illustrates how a private
company can successfully enlist the participation of otherprivate companies in efforts to reduce welfare dependency.
With TEE acting as a "middle man", public resources wereused to leverage the bank's resourcesthus easing theburden on Massachusetts taxpayers. A genuine "all-winsituation" was created.

America Works' approach offers a solution whichtranscends the tired liberal-consertive dispute over
whether to "punish or pamper" welfare recipients. Instead,
WV provide people with access to p t Jobr which can
free them from dependency and despair.

In a democratic society, government will always be
uniquely qualified to determine the course of public policy.
It may be, however, that goy t is not always as well
suited to .deiniovr these programs. Admittedly, not all
goals of government lend themselves to private solutions.
But in the case of millere employment policy, privatization
me/ offer a way to avoid 'zero-sum game." Because
government spending is used to leverage private sector
resources, the impact of each public dollar spent is
maximized. In time when government agencies are searching
for ways to cut budgets without abandoning important public
responsibilities, such an opportunity should not be ignored.
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Mr. Wass. Thank you very much, Mr. Cove.
First, let me express my appeciation to all of you. There was a

great deal of attention focused early on in today's hearing to the
Governor who appeared before us. But the fact is that the work
that you all are doing in your respective States is of the same cali-
ber and going in exactly the same direction. That is extremely sig-
nificant.

And we had not asked yesterday when the HEELS Assistant Serre-
tary appeared before us the extent to which the Department had
checked with people at the various State levels across the country.
We have heard basically the same critiques of their proposed pro-
grams from everybody, from the academic community to State ad-
ministrators. Even people who tend to be sympathetic to the ad-
ministration's general approach find very significant problems with
the kind of box they are attempting to place all of the States and
State agencies in.

And I hope that as a result of your testimony and the hearing,
generally, that perhaps the message will get across that they really
ought to review their proposal. As we always hear, especially from
people out in the countryside, that Washington does not always
have all of the answers.

And sometimes I think that there is a danger that those who
came into office believing that tend to forget that after they hold
office for sometime. So I am grateful for your testimony. It is very
important.

Mr. Fleming, let me repeat because I do not know whether you
were in the room at the time. I indicated earlier that the subcom-
mittee has requested the General Accounting Office to develop a
methodology to evaluate the cost effectiveness of all Government
computer matching efforts, and the results are expected to be com-
pleted at the end of the year. We will probably then be holding
some hearings on the overall view of poverty and job-related pro-
grams. Thank you for your testimony in that regard.

Ms. Massinga and Ms. Wilcox, both of you mentioned in your tes-
timony that no longer being allowed to exempt remote AFDC re-
cipients from the work program as proposed by the administration
would cause considerable difficulties for you in the program.

Can you give us a sense of the magnitude of this problem both in
your own State and a perception of how general the problems
would be?

Ms. MASSINGA. Well, I can begin by talking about a WIN remote
area in Maryland, one in which we have run an Employment Initi-
ative Program for the past year. Allegeny County located in west-
ernmost Maryland is experiencing continued economic depression.
We provided an Employment Initiative Program in which the
bottom line quickly became the fact that while all of the program
operators were very eager, while the recipients were very happy to
get the training, while we felt that we had put together a good
package of services, there were no jobs.

And we ended up spending a considerable amount of resources in
trying to help people who were trained to relocate to other places.
It seems to me that a policy which insists upon no ability of the
State to deal with its own economic climate and provide real vari-
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ations in the way that we administer programs fails to take into
account the realities of that State.

And no matter how active an economic development program
will be in Maryland or in any other State, I would believe that a
policy which mandates participation without taking into account
accessibility and the availability of jobs makes no sense.

I would estimate that in terms of our own population that we are
talking about 5 to 6 of the 24 political subdivisions in Maryland.
And that includes not only economic depression, but it also in-
cludes lack of transportation. And it is for that reason that we be-
lieve that this policy is shortsighted and cannot be implemented as
the administration proposes that it can be effectively.

Mr. WEISS. Ms. Wilcox.
Ms. WILCOX. I also would like to describe an example of what I

think are teal world problems that people who are designing pro-
grams do not think of until they try to implement them. The pri-
vate nonprofit corporation that I described in my testimony that is
creating and targeting jobs for disadvantaged people has in fP't
created those jobs.

They have loaned money to 13 small businesses in Maine, and
those businesses have created over 300 jobs. To be eligible for the
money, they have to be small and they have to use Maine's natural
resources; consequently they tend to be located in our rural areas.

And what we have found is even when there are jobs created in
rural areas, we have not been able to deliver the referrals to fill
those jobs. And when I think about what are those reasons, the
businesses are located in very small towns where there are few
AFDC recipients. Anyone trying to get to those communities from
the surrounding areas would have to depend on transportation
which has proved difficult.

And several of the referrals that we have made have not been
able to take the jobs or maintain the jobs, because they have had
problems with child care. So again the same kind of issues are sur-
facing. And when you add to the usual kind of problems facing wel-
fare mothers trying to work, problems of geography and distance, it
just makes the much more difficult.

Mr. WEISS. you.
Mr. Fleming, I want to fake note and commend you and your col-

leagues in the State legislature in Connecticut and the Governor
for the aspect of the program that you mentioned which was to
focus on the hardcore part of the unemployed welfare population.

The testimony which we had heard yesterday in fact spelled out
that although the people who stay long on welfare overall make up
a small percentage of welfare recipients, at any particular time,
they constitute about 50 percent of welfare costs. And they are the
people who most of the time are lost in the shuffle, because it is so
expensive to deal with them.

And you do not know what the outcome is going to be, except
that if you are successful, you are going to save a great deal of
money. And I think that it takes great imagination and courage for
a State government to focus its program along those lines.

When was the bill signed into law, just recently?
Mt. FLEMING. It was signed last week.
Mr. WEISS. So you are still waiting to see how it is going to work.

5.71$
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What have you done to prepare, if you know, what is being done
to gear up with that aspect of the program?

Mr. FLEMING. One of the things that we have done is th it we
have allowed the commissioner, first of all, to contract out. And I
would emphasize the importance. There are programs around Con-
necticut that have been in existence for awhile. One of them is
called NEON in Norwalk. This is to utilize an existing program,
rather than run out any create something new, to try to use some-
thing that is on the books or something that seems to have a fairly
good success rate, and to try to focus on those things that have had
a success rate.

But I would emphasize, as I said before, that given the popula-
tion of long-term dependency on AFDC, I do not think that you are
going to see remarkable results from it. But nevertheless, it will be
interesting to see what happens. It is a pilot program if ,it works,
we will try it in other parts of the State.

Mr. WEISS. Mr. Cove, to what extent do you think that the kind
of program that you operate, that your company operates, to what
extent can that kind of program pick up the case load that is out
there across the country, how much of a gap can it fill?

Mr. COVE. That is a hard question for me to answer. I know that
we have such long waiting lists for people who want to get into the
program, who want to come to work for our company, that our
problem is clearly one of marketing to companies and getting the
companies to contract with us. If we are successful in doing that,
then it will not be difficult finding workers and finding capable
workers.

And what I mean by capable workers are people who really want
to work. We are not looking for high skill, we are not looking for
people who have high education. We are looking for people who
really want to work.

And my sense of the welfare population is that the vast majority
really want to work, but that there are barriers to access for em-
ployment. And that what we are able to do through a quite unique
combination of public and private funds is to provide some things
that employment programs have not been able to provide over the
past, because they were too expensive.

But with the private investment that we get by companies con-
tracting with us, we can provide the people, during the time that
they are with us, with the transportation. We cannot provide day
care, but we can assist them in finding day care. And we can help
them with housing, and with other areas where those first number
of months become the crucial months and the crucial test of wheth-
er or not a company will hire a person. The recipient of welfare
often feels that after a long time of being paid to do nothing they
may not have it in them to be paid to do something. We help to
bridge that gap.

I cannot give you a percentage, but I can tell you that there are
significant numbers of people who want to work, and that has to
represent a very large percentage of the welfare population.

Mr. WEISS. Is your program baLical.y in urban areas?
Mr. COVE. Urban and suburban areas. It would not work well in

a rural area, except where you could pool for transportation and
53-771 0-85-19
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move people to where the jobs were. And we might be able to
afford to do that in certain situations.

I see this much more as being appropriate for urban and subur-
ban areas. That is where we have cut our teeth. But we have done
it, I should say, TEE did it in Massachusetts with unemployment
rates of 4 and 5 percent. And America Works has done it in Ohio,
in Dayt,m, and Cleveland, with unemployment rates of over 10 per-
cent, as I indicated in my testimony.

I think that we can do it in different economies in terms of un-
employment. I think that geography in rural areas could prove a
problem.

Mr. Wmas. Mr. Rowland.
Mr. ROWLAND. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I also want to thank you for being here waiting 4 hours before

testifying, and we still have another panel to go. Just know that it
is greatly appreciated that you are sharing your experiences with
us.

In most of the testimony we have seen today and certainly yes-
terday, the witnesses have indicated the need for child care and job
training. Indeed, Ms. Wilcox talked of child care and the possibility
of purchasing health insurance and training programs, remedial
education, prevocational. Ms. Massinga also indicated interest in
remedial training and job sea-:ch techniques.

And, Mr. Cove, you have a very unique job placement program
that really makes the partnership work. Mr. Fleming also indicat-
ed good job training program and I believe a cost of some $100,000
to the State of Connecticut.

Yes, grant diversion will work in some instances, but I think
there is also a concern for other costs that are going to be incurred
by the Fed and/or the States.

Mr. Fleming, in your testimony you indicated that by pursuing
the cross-check, without getting into details, by pursuing that, you
feel that we can save money, ferreting out the fraud, but also get
the reimbursement from the Feds as an incentive to go forward
with job training and other programs.

The question I will just throw out to anyone that is interested, if
we do not pursue other unique possibilities of getting money
through combating welfare fraud, or cross-checking, do you have
any other suggestions as how to come up with extra dollars if,
indeed, we believe we need those extra dollars to make those pro-
grams work? And the overall goal, of course, is to get people off the
welfare rolls, over that bridge and into good substantial productive
jobs.

Ms. WiLcox. I would just like to reveat that I think what we
have to do is to look at the amount of :noney we are all spending
on maintaining people on welfare, and think more creatively about
how we can use that money as an investment, as a transition to
employment. And I think it is certainly shortsighted to look for
those mechanisms that will move people quickly, because you can
then demonstrate welfare savings for a large number of people,
without also looking at what the long-term effect is of that sort.

I think we all know that the cost for this society of families on
welfare go far beyond paying income maintenance. In Maine, for
example, we found that 20 times as many children from AFDC
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families get reported to our child protective services than families
who are not on welfare. I think that is just an example of the kinds
of stresses that poverty and welfare create in families.

The long-term cost, social cost to our society are, indeed, fairly
great if we do not look for more creative solutions.

Ms. MASSINGA. I would reemphasize that, as well. We are talking
about programs that are operating on existing Federal and State
dollars, where substantial welfare savings are beginning to be real-
ized and, more importantly, where jobs are being created. I think
exciting things are happening in all States that you have heard
from.

What we are really reemphasizing is a need for stability of exist-
ing Federal dollars; the need for rational planning at the Federal
level to allow States to have these programs mature. And I think
what we have not emphasized as much as we might is that States
have demonstrated a willingness to put forth the other State dol-
lars to help subsidize, in effect, this program.

Clearly, the child care that we talked about if; being provided in
Maryland with State general funds. The transportation and otherdollars

Mr. ROWLAND. State additional funds.
Ms. MASSINGA. That is exactly so. There are State dollars that

are being added to the general pot once the Federal dollars are sta-
bilized, and I think we will increasingly see, not only in my State
but others, that if these programs have the opportunity to mature
and demonstrate their effectiveness, that the possibility of more
private dollars, as Mr. Cove suggests, might be forthcoming.

So, I do not think that we are looking, none of us is talking about
large new sums of Federal dollars. We are talking about stabilizing
what we have got, maintaining the kind of administrative flexibil-
ity that the WIN Demo provides us, and creatively using the mech-
anisms lid 3 grant diversion to use existing dollars more thoughtful-
ly.

Mr. ROWLAND. Mr. Fleming.
Mr. FLEMING. I suppose in terms of trying to prevent fraud,

which I think was a portion of your question, all too often I think
that we look at the recipient. In Connecticut, we are trying to do
something a little different and that is to look at the provider. We
have a program called provider lock-out, and it is most applicable
with our medicaid Program.

If we find that a provider is, in fact, double-billing the State, or
he is inappropriately utilizing services or, for instance, a pharma-
cist may be charging too much for prescriptions and so forth, what
we have done is we are speeding up the process of knocking the
guy out. That is in the area of medicaid.

We have tried also in terms of trying to be cost effective. I found
at my time in the legislature an impediment to someone going to
work, a woman going to work, is when she is going to lose her med-
ical benefits. And if you have a child who becomes sick and you do
not have insurance, you are out of your mindI meen, I do not
make that much money. If I did not have insurance, I could not
afford to pay a week's stay in a hospital.

What we have done in Connecticut is a couple things. One, we
extended medicaid eligibility to 122 percent. I know we can go to
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133, we could not afford it this year. We also picked up on the Fed-
eral option to go out to 15 months. Those are some of the things
that you can do. Those are some things that provide flexibilities to
the States.

Once again, the State has the choice to make that decision, to
put in their portion of the funding. But it is that kind of fleximility
in each State that I think you should provide.

I would point out the differences between Maine and Connecti-
cut. I think you are going to have to account for those types of
problems, the geographic problems. Connecticut is both rural and
urban, so we have a lot of the problems that Maine has and a lot of
the problems that perhaps New York City may have, given our
urban areas and our rural areas, and I think consideration must be
given to that.

Mr. ROWLAND. Thank you.
Mr. Cove, comment?
Mr. COVE. Yes, you cannot get people back into the work'. of work

on the cheap. I think, however, there are ways of leveraging what
you have got to make better use of the dollars that are available. A
couple of things that I suggested I will reiterate.

First, there are ways of getting the private sector to pay for, not
just to absorb workers, but to pay for some of what would other-
wise have been a public responsibility for creating jobs for people
who are currently dependent on welfare. That is what we do. One-
third of my budget is made up of revenues from the companies that
are paying for my services. An additional third is made up of the
conversion of welfare dependency payments, into wages. One-third
has to be paid from someplace else, and that one-third is really
what leverages the other two-thirds.

But that one-third, in the case of Connecticut and in the case of
Ohio, comes from State-appropriated money that is, by the way, 50-
percent federally reimbursable. It leverages an activity for which
Connecticut's payback will be 8 months. Within 8 months after the
person leaves us and moves into a private job, the dollars put out
by the State will have been paid back. And from there on, it is
gravy both for the State and for the Feds.

In Ohio, it is about 6 months, mainly because the benefit level is
lower in Ohio.

But the fact is there are ways of leveraging, and I want to par-
ticularly stress the private sector side. I have talked with many
people who just do not believe that the private sector rays us $6 an
hour in some :tases for workers who are currently on the welfare
rolls and many ,Df whom are long-term dependent workers.

And, conseqr,ently, I would suggest you look real hard at how
you begin to tap into that resource. If you are looking for new
money and you are looking for where the jobs are, it is the private
sector to which you should be looking in terms of employment
policy.

Mr. ROWLAND. Thank you very much.
Mr. WEISS. Thank you, Mr. Rowland.
Again, I want to express my appreciation for all of your contribu-

tion, for your expertise and for your patience in staying with us.
Thank you very much.
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Our final panel, and you are truly heroes; you have a vote. Let
me advise everyone that we are going to take a recess now for
about 15 minutes until this vote is completed. The cafeteria in this
building is open until 2:30, so if anybody wants to use the next 15
minutes while we are on break to grab some coffee or whatever.

[Recess taken.]
Mr. WEISS. Our final panel consists of Kathryn Keeley, president

of the Women's Econcmic Development Corp.; Ira Gould, director
of programs for the Hub Program for Women's Enterprise; and
Robert Friedman, president of the Corporation for Enterprise De-
velopment.

And before we start, let me thank you for your fortitude. I apolo-
gize that you have just hit a day where we have had a lot of inter-
ruptions, but we do appreciate your staying by.

Ms. Keeley, we will begin when you are ready. Do you want to
start? Yes, Ms. Gould, do you want to begin?

Ms. GOULD. OK.
Mr. WEISS. Good.

STATEMENT OF SARA K. GOULD, DIRECTOR OF PROGRAMS, HUB
PROGRAM FOR WOMEN'S ENTERPRISE, CORPORATION FOR EN-
TERPRISE DEVELOPMENT

Ms. GOULD. First of all, I would like to thank you very much for
the opportunity to be able to testify on this issue which I think is
very, very important not only for the women that we have been
hearing about today, and I am sure that you heard about yester-
day, but for society at large.

I am the director of programs for the Hub Program for Women's
Enterprise, which is located in New York City. It is a national pro-
gram that was launched in 1983, and it works with grass roots
women's organizations to set up programs to support women to go
into business. Our particular focus is on low-income women and
women of color.

We are a program of Corporation for Enterprise Development,
which you heard about a little bit earlier today. CFED is commit-
ted to developing and disseminating policies and programs that
make it easier for people to create their own jobs and create jobs
for others, and particularly people who are economically marginal
or unemployed.

And the Hub Program is the part of CEED that is specifically fo-
cused on women.

In general, as we have heard about with training programs this
morning, employment and training practitioners in the United
States have emphasized training and job placement strategies to
assist women in entering and advancing within the labor force.
While these strategies have resulted in significant progress for
many working women, they have limitations.

Both job placement and job training depend on moving women
into existing jobs in the economy. Although our economy has suc-
ceeded in creating mane new jobs, it shares an important charac-
teristic with other industrialized countries. It is currently undergo-
ing a serious challenge to its capacity to employ in existing jobs all
those who want to work and earn a living wage.
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In fact, recent evidence demonstrates that it is largely through
new enterprises that new jobs are created, economies adjust to
change and economic dislocation is converted into new forms of
economic growth and development. Given the importance of this
source of jobb, we feel it is very important to examine its potential
to benefit the economic li7es of w omen.

Women, and particularly low-income women, have largely been
left out of the enterprise development process. The 1977 U.S.
Census Bureau survey reported that women-owned businesses
made up only 7.1 percent of all U.S. firms. Between 1977 ar,d 1980,
the number of female - operated, nonfarm sole proprietorships rose
approximately 33 percent which compares to 11 percent for men.
This increase, although it was calculated on a small base, repre-
sents a very strong indication of women's interest in self-employ-
ment.

The Hub Program's activities have also uncovered a very large
number of women who are interested in self-employment. Hub cur-
rently has programs operating in three zitiesHartford, CT;
Newark, NJ; and Flint, MI. At each of these sites we have identi-
fied both substantial numbers of women who are alrewly in busi-
ness and in all three cases, more women than anyone ever thought
were in business, and a substantial number of women with an
active interest in self-employment.

Although women of all ethnicities and income levels are encour-
aged to participate in our program, we do extensive outreach over
several months to both low-income women and minority women. In
each locality we have identified over 200 of those women who are
interested in exploring the option of self-employment. These
women come from a variety of economic backgrounds. Some are
employed at well-paying jobs, some have employed spouses and
many, many ai6 working at marginal jobs and/or are partially or
wholly dependent on public assistance at the time that they con-
tact our program.

Although all small businesses have startup problems, women
face additional barriers when they pursue self-employment. How
many men, for instance, opening a checking account for a new
business would be asked for 3 years personal income tax returns
and income projections? How many men have their wives refuse to
cosign on the house as collateral for a loan? How many men must
make arrangements for the daily care of their children or elderly
parents and rearrange their business schedules when these ar-
rangements go awry?

Hub's experience shows that these represent the kinds of prob-
lems that women routinely face in business startup. These prob-
lems are even larger for minority women and for low-income
women.

Lack of access to seed capital and business-related information
are among the most prominent barriers faced by any new business.
Business startups are most often financed through what is called
FFA, friends, family, and associates. Because of their lack of eco-
nomic credibility and their lack of control of capital, women gener-
ally are unable to tap into these informal sources.
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Low-income women, particularly, have almost no access to these
traditional sources of capital. Obtaining financing from a bank or
other conventional lender is even more difficult.

Women face discrimination based on sex, and minority women
face discrimination based on sex and race. All women have difficul-
ty bringing the traditional types of capital to the table.

The second major barrier to small business startup is the lack of
access to essential information and expertise. New and inexperi-
enced business owners have difficulty making their way through
the maze of business support organizations to locate reliable infor-
mation. This barrier is heightened for women because of their lack
of credibility in the economic arena, their relative unfamiliarity
wi441 business language, and their lack of visibility in the business
environment.

Women participating in Hub's local programs state again and
again that traditional sources of information and assistance seri-
ously discount their ability and in many cases expect failure of
them.

Failure is automatically assumed of and often by low-income
women who have not had access to the training or opportunities
necessary to establish themselves economically.

As you will hear about in testimony following mine, several pro-
grams in different localities across the country are now assisting
low-income women to overcome these barriers successfully, and
move into economic self-sufficiency through self-employment. Most
of these programs provide responsive support, training, and techni-
cal assistance and some provide access to financing as well. All of
them address the range of issues that are important to low-income
women and single heads of household, including day care for chil-
dren and dependent adults, confidence building, and the develop-
ment of personal and business networks. They we rk with women to
set realistic goals and to develop strategies for the gradual estab-
lishment and growth of their businesses.

This program design recognizes that moving out of poverty, like
starting a business, is not an event, but is rather a process, and
that success is achieved as women are assisted to move through the
various stages in the process.

As we also heard this morning, women who are AFDC recipients
are very, very open to taking advantage of training and work op-
portunities. It has been the experience of the Hub Program that
this, in fact, is true in our work with single heads of household.

When asked to articulate the most exciting aspects of being self-
employed, women talk about a feeling of accomplishment,, inde-
pendence, control and relying on their own ability, as well as the
opportunity to provide jobs, motivation and assistance to their com-
munities.

Welfare employment policies should build on these motivations
for economic and personal success. The Reagan administration's
proposed policy on AFDC work requirements will not lead to self-
sufficiency for recipients because welfare programs do not attempt
to break the cycle of dependency by building on and encouraging
personal motivation.

Welfare regulations should be drafted to encourage greater ex-
perimentation with welfare to self-employment programs, and
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those programs currently assisting AFDC recipients to become self-
employed should receive greater exposure and resources.

Thank you very much for expressing concern on this issue and
your attention.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Gould follows:]
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Thank you very such for the opportunity to testify on the issue of

barriers to self-sufficiency for single warren heads of household. I am

hopeful that we all share the belief that this issue is of crucial impor-

tance, not only to those women and children new living in poverty, but to

our econazy and our society-at-large.

I am the Director for Program of the Hub Program for Wcnen's Enter-

prise, F program launched late in 1983. The Hub Program is a

project of the Corporati :n for Enterprise Development, a nonprofit orga-

nization based in Washington, D.C. CM is carraitted to developing and

disseminating policies and program which !Take it easier for those who

are unemployed, or economically marginal, to create their own jobs and

generate jobs for others in their communities. Hub is a part of CfEl

that directs specific attention to women's potential for self - employment,

particularly among lcw-income and minority worsen.

I understand that you have received testimony alroady on the devas-

tating rise in poverty among ramie heads of household and their childreh. I

will focus my comments on self - employment as a potential route cut of

poverty for welfare recipients and working poor wazen.

Wccen's economic issues have been relegated to a social service

framework in the United States. Cne set of economic policies and program

has been aimed at Ltprovin,g and protecting the health of the mainstream

econccq - which has consisted mostly of white (ten - and another set of

policies has been for income maintenance, and social service and training

programs to take care of those unable to support thwselves in the main-

stream econccy - which has meant mostly women and minorities.
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In general, employment and training practitioners in the U.S. have

emphasized "training" and "job placement" strategies to assist women in

entering, and advancing within, the labor force. While these strategies

have resulted in significant progress for many working women, they have

limitations. Both job placement and training depend on moving women

into existing jobs. Although our econon has succeeded in creating mns'

new jobs, it shares an important characteristic with other industrialized

countries. It ir -urrently undergoing a serious Challenge to its capacity

to employ, in existing jobs, all those who want to work and earn a livable

wage.

In fact, recent evidence demonstrates that it is largely through new

enterprises that new jobs are created, economies adjust to change, and eco-

nomic dislocation is converted into new forms of economic growth and devel-

opment. Given the importance of this source of jobs, it is equally impor-

tant to examine its potential to benefit the economic lives of women and

their families.

Women, particularly low-income women, have traditionally been left

out of the enterprise development process. The 1977 U.S. Census Bureau

Survey reported that women-owned businesses made up only 7.1% of all

'LS. firms. Between 1977 and 1980, the number of female-operated nonfarm

sole proprietorships rose approximately 33% (compared to 11% for men).

This increase, although calculated on a small base, represents a very

strong indication of women's interest in self-employment.

The Hub Program's activities have also uncovered a very large number

of women with an active interest in self-employment. Hub currently has

programs operating in three Aties: Hartford, CT; Newark/Essex

County, 0; and Flint, MI. At each of these sites, we have identified
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both substantial numbers of women already in business, and those with

an active interest in self - employment. Although women of all ethnicities and

income levels are encouraged to participate, we do extensive outreach to both

law- income women and minority women. In each locality, we have identified

over 200 women interested in exploring the option of self - employment. These

women come from a variety of economic backgrounds: some are employed at well -

paying jobs, sore have employed spouses, many are working at rerginal Jobs,

add/or are partially or wholly dependent on public assistance.

Although all small businesses have tart -up problems, women face addi-

tional barriers when they pursue self-employment. These barriers are coo-

pounded for low-income and minority women.

Lack of access to seed capital and business-related information are

among the most prominent problems faced by any new business. Obtaining

financing from a bank or other conventional lender is particulahy difficult.

Business start-up are most often financed through loans from family,

friends and associates. Even obtaining such seed capital is a barrier

less easily overcome by women, who generally are unable to tap these

informal sources. Families are often as unsupportive of warren's enterprise

as are the financial institutions. In addition, women's lack of access to

traditions. types of collateral rakes seed capital even more difficult to

obtain, particularly for low- income women.

How many men opening a checking account for a new business would be

asked for three years personal imam tax returns and income projections?

How many men have their wives refuse to co-sign on the house as collateral

for a loan? Hub's experience shows that these are the kinds of problems

women routinely face when trying to raise capital.
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The second major barrier to small business start-up is the la,*

of access to essential information and expertise. New and inexperienced

business owners have difficulty making their way through the raze of

business support organizations to locate reliable information. This

barrier is heightened for women because of their lack of credibility

in the economic arena, their relative unfamiliarity with business language,

and lack of visibility in the business environment. Hub's surveys and the

women themselves state that all too often, traditional sources of information

and assistance seriously discount women's ability and, in many cases,

expect failure. Failure is automatically assumed of, and often by, low-

income women who have not had access to the established skills training or

opportunities to establish themselves economically.

Several programs in different localities across the country are now

assisting low-income women to overawe these barriers successfully and

rove into economic self-sufficiency through self-employment. Most of

these programs provide responsive support, training and technical assistance,

and sore provide access to financing and tai -cost space as well. All of them

address the range of issues important to low-income we in and single heads of

household, including day care for children and dependent acits, confidence-

building, and the development of personal and business networks. They work

with women to set realistic goals and to develop strategies for the gradual

establishment and growth of their businesses. This program design recognizes

that roving out of poverty, like starting a business, is not an event, but

rather a process, and that success is achieved as women are assisted to move

through various stages of that process.

In her article on 'Restoring the Traditional Black Family" in the June

2, 1985 New York Times Magazine, Eleanor Holmes Norton writes:
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Studies of the hard-core unemployed have shown women on
welfare to be the most desirous of, open to and
successful with training and work. Sane, especially
with young children, will rennin at home, but most want
work or training because it is the only way out of the
welfare life.

The Hub Program's experience working with single heads of household bears

out this statement. When asked to articulate the most exciting aspects

of being self-emp?oyed, women talk about a feeling of accomplishment,

independence, crntrol, and relying on their own abilities, as well as

the opportunit: to provide jobs, motivation, and assistance to their commu-

nities. Self-employment can offer economic and personal promise for low-income

wonen. The single most compelling factor in keeping today's female head of

household receiving AFDC is the threat of loss of Medicaid. The programs

currently assisting AFDC recipients to become self-employed should receive

greater exposure and resources, and welfare regulations should be drafted to

encourage more experimentation with welfare-to-self-employment programs.

Thank you for expressing concern for this issue and your attention to my

testimony.
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Mr. WEISS. Thank you, Ms. Gould.
Ms. Keeley.

STATEMENT OF KATHRYN SZYMONIAK KEELEY, PRESIDENT,
WOMEN'S ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORP., ST. PAUL, MN

Ms. MEM. Thank you. I have to start by explaining my sense
of irony at being here. About 18 months ago I talked about this
project and about starting a self-employment project for low-income
women who were going to start businesses, get loans from banks
and be employable. And I called the SBA and they did not return
my calls. I had four task forces going, and they said you cannot do
it. I met with individuals at the bank, and they walked out of the
first meeting saying a low-income woman, you are going to give her
a loan with a credit history that does not make sense.

Eighteen months later we have now started 210 businesses, the
bank has made 65 loans. We have a separate loan fund with
$300,000, the seed capital, where we take things like roses as collat-
eral. We have done 12 loans ranging from $200 to buy somebody
business cards and a case, to $500 for roses. We have taught work.
shops in four cities throughout the State aimed at rural women,
many of them on AFDC who see self-employment as a way to break
dependency.

I am happy with my sense of irony that I can now come here and
talk about it, and say that there are possibilities and that self-em-
ployment can work. Let me explain my program and some history.

We started with a task force about 3 years ago. We did spend a
year in planning and we looked a lot at language. We do not use
terms like entrepreneurs because often women say that is some-
body else out there, that is the white male who in starting a high
technology company and getting venture capital. I am going to
create a job for myself, I am going to pay my bills, I am going to
we heard that this morningI am going to triple welfare pay-
ments, I am going to make more money than I make now. And
that is the kind of language that we use with women we discovered
while we were in our planning process.

We are unique in that we provide technical assistance. We have
done a book "Breaking up Business Plan into Parts." And we give
a woman homework, and we send her off to finish the business
plans. It is very simple, but what she ends up with are 8 to 9 pages of
narrative, plus 1-year cash flow projections on her business which
she can take into a bank and talk about and present.

We have an agreement with the First Banks of Minneapolis-St.
Paul, 3-year project, to review loan applications that come through
WEDCO, and they have now done those 65 loans. And you have to
remember in the first meeting when the loan officersthe presi-
dent of the company agreed to do this project as a social responsi-
bility, and then he went to his loan department and said you are
making loans now for low-income women as an experiment, and
the loan officers said, "Us? Who, us?" And we said yes, yes, give us
time, we will make it work, and we spent 3 months talking about
the kinds of loans.

One of the first ones they did was to a woman on AFDC who had
come in to us about she had gotten training through WIN for mas-
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sage, and there was a new hotel being built with an athletic club
that was setting up a department in massage. And she came in,
said I want the contract with that, I can be off welfare and I can
probably employ two or three other people.

We helped her bid on the contract, put together the proposal.
She then needed a loan of $1,000. So, we called the bank, the bank
said, well, have her get checking plus, just have that add on to ter
checking account, and we explainedno; on welfare there is a
system called envelopes where yen parcel your money out and you
meet the bills. You do not have checking plus on welfare.

The banker scratched his head and said, "Well, I am not sure we
can do anything." And it went on for 2 weeks and we tried to raise
the money. We tried to get sheets, we tried to get plans through
various donations. And we had no luck because that was not con-
sidered charitable; she was starting a business.

We went back to the bank and we said, please, you must make
this loan, just meet her and talk to her. She went in, spent an hour
with the banker, he opened the checking account with checking
plus and $1,000 with a dollar bill.

She repaid the loan in three months, and has hired three people
on her contract in this athletic club.

We have another individual that we have loaned money to who
is a seamstress, and there was discussion this morning about how
do you do community pressure, and I want to talk about her way of
building community pressure.

She is in public housing, her income last year was aboutshe
has no children, so her income was about $1,200 for the year. She
came in, she is a seamstress, she is setting up a shop. We did a
$5,000 loan for working capital for her. She took her check and she
took it to church and they prayed over it as a way to bring in the
community, say I have got this loan, I have to pay it back, you are
all participating with me in this business. That is community pres-
sure.

The kinds of businesses' income, I think I state, the lowest I have
seen in terms of when we do these spread sheets and we work out
owner's withdraw, and that is her money, that is her wage. The
lowest I have seen is $7,000. That woman is 70 years old and she is
supplementing Social Security by making pickled pigs feet. The
highest I have seen is about $60,000.

This jewelry that I wear is from a woman's business, came in,
she now can make $15,000 to $20,000 a year by making her jewelry.
She needed a loan, a line of credit to buy supplies so she could
build up inventory.

In working with AFDC recipients, it is very difficult. We now do
two business plans. We do what we call a real business plan with
her, which is what would fit IRS-type regulations and normal busi-
nesses. Then we do one for the welfare department. She is not al-
lowed to separate business and personal assets. They are combined.

She buys a typewriter, she is off welfare like that. She cannot
have assets, even for a few months. If she takes out a loan, she
must spend it in 2 weeks, so we only do lines of credit so it runs
through her account. If she tries to start repaying that loan, which
banks require within 45 days for making payments, they will allow
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her to deduct the payment of interest but not principal, and most
banks will not let you separate that.

We have a case we worked with, a woman who is a consultant
and she is now appealing something that happened in February
which they brought up in April, $40 expenditure for postage. They
are questioning whether she can do that. Each month, every 30
days she has to account for all her personal and business expenses,
and they will arbitrarily decide postage does not count for your
business, a post office box does not count for your business, child
care expenses, off and on, depending on how much activity in the
business, may not count.

We have talked to the State, and there is an organization called
Women of Many Voices which is a recipient's organization, has
been working with the State of Minnesota to get a waiver, and I
cite in my paper the five items that we need changed within the
welfare regulations like separating business and personal assets,
like the resource limits.

In order to facilitate a transition time, we need more than this
30 days instant timing to allow her to move off welfare. We need to
be able to build a consistent business plan, not two very different
ones. And I must note, it is fascinating. While our department of
welfare has filed a letter of intent to do the waiver and ask to set
up this pilot project, it has taken them 6-7 months to get the forms
to do this. In that time period, we start 49 AFDC women in busi-
ness. So, you see sometimes the regulations hold us up.

I think, in conclusion, the businessesI will run through a quick
list. Things like Carob candy, baby carriers, baby clothes, many
times cookies, discount store, beauty shops from one chair to six
chairs, sewing, tailor shop, house painting, rubbish hauling.

A woman came in and we taught her leaseback, this great
system of leasing. She went out and she leased three trucks and
she is hauling now rubbish after about 6 months' work. We come
in and we say, how did you figure that out. She said, well., you
taught me how it works. I just went out and applied it.

Tools, we have a woman who has gathered up all the tools in her
neighborhood, puts them in a garage and leases them out to people,
takes a percentage. Flower shops, a florist, we staked a Valentine's
Day with a $500 loan. She turned that into $3,000 in sales, paid us
back in 2 days after Valentine's Day, and is now making that
amount take home per month out of her business.

Landscape, typesetter or graphics, the jewelry, perfume, catering,
secretarial services, phone answering, all kinds of service and prod-
uct businesses, they are small, they are intended to grow over a
period of time, but what they do is give self-confidence.

If you see a woman walk out of a bank that is 30 stories high
that she has never been in before, carrying a line of credit for a
small loan, she says, "I am a person who can do it. I am not an
AFDC recipient, I am a business owner, and there is a difference
there." Thank you.

[The prepared statement of Ms. Keeley follows:]

595



590

TESTIMONY TO INTERGOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS 4 HUMAN RESOURCES
SUBCOMMITTEE, HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

July 10, 1985

By:
Kathryn Szymoniak Keeley, President

Women's Economic Development Corporation
St. Paul, Minnesota

I appreciate the opportunity to testify before you today. I represent a
rather unique organization that provides self-employment as a viable
option for women seeking self-sufficiency for themselves and their
families. I have been asked to comment on three issues:

1. The programs and accomplishments of the Women's Economic Development
Corporation,

2. Changes in AFDC regulations that are needed to allow self-employment
opportunities,

3. Future direction for welfare employment policy.

The Women's Economic Development Corporation, or WEDCO, is an 18 month
old project that was started to increase women's economic self-suffi-
ciency through encouraging self-employment opportunities. In very simple
terms we assist women create a job for themselves by starting a small
business. WEDCO is assisting over 1,000 women who are either starting or
operating a small business. Our standard or bottom line is that the
business must provide her with economic self-sufficiency and an income
that will support herself and her family. When we develop business
plans, cash flow projections and financial statements we take into
account her need for a self supporting income.

Our target population is low-income women who are either unemployed or
underemployed. Approximately 75% of the individuals seeking assistance
from WEDCO have annual incomes below $15,000, with 52% having incomes
below $7,000 a year. Twenty percent of those seeking assistance are
currently on AFDC, Social Security or General Assistance. The age range
hr's been from 19 years to 72 years of age with grade school education
through college degrees. We recently completed a training session in
four rural areas in the State of Minnesota with significant attendance by
AFDC recipients who were interested in home-based businesses.

Our services include training, consulting and technical assistance to
develop a business plan, a loan request, and ongoing consistant contact
with the clients as they open their businesses. We have a rather unique
relationship with the First Bank of Minneapolis and the First Bank of St.
Paul for a joint three year project. The Bank has agreed to review loans
from women who have completed the WEDCO process. These loans are at
market rates but with greatly reduced collateral which is negotiated on a
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loan by loan basis. In fact we have secured financing for over 50 women
in amounts ranging from $1,000 to 560,000. WEDCO also hake its own Loan
Fund which is for last resort financing. This Fund has been in operation
for 6 months and has already made 12 loans to low income women who were
unable to secure other credit.

WEDCO has participated in the start-up of 157 businesses during the first
15 months of operation. We assisted another 204 businesses to expand
during the same time period. These women stress the need to balance
their lives, create an income in order to pay their bills, and provide
employment for themselves that es better than welfare or other minimum
wage opportunities. Women are attempting to earn a personal income that
ranges from $7,000 a year.to $60,000 a year depending on their own
personal goals and the type of business they are starting.

Language is very important when we talk about working with individual
women who are unemployed or underemployed. These women dc not define
themselves as entrepreneurs. It is interesting to note that neither does
the traditional economic development community or many parts of
government such as the SBA or state economic development programs. These
women are not out to establish the Saturn plants or large manufacturing
businesses, their goal is to create a livable wage, a job for themselves
and maybe a job for one or two other people. Remember, it doesn't take
much income to beat the welfare payment and double or triple their
welfare subsidies. We use terms like self-employment and creating your
own job. We discuss and ask how much income a client needs to earn from
the business and what her current living expenses are and will be in the
future.

In the last year I have been to Europe twice to study their job creation
programs through trips sponosred by the German Marshall Fund. In sorting
through the stacks of written materials from their programs, I noticed a
difference in their promotional materials. They may talk about the small
entrepreneur or a small business. However, most of their literature
talks about how would you like to create a job for yourself. It talks
about the fact that you are unemployed and there are no jobs available so
an option why not create your own job. It seems to me in this country we
use a lot of language about the successful entrepreneur and maybe this
continues to stereotype entrepreneurs as someone who starts a hightech
firm with venture capital money in Silicon Valley. Reviewing the
European materials reinforced the importance of language and imago when
working with unemployed individuals and creating self-employment as a
viable option.

The European trip opened our eyes to a second issue. We as a country
need to be more creative about using our "dependency" type money to
create options and choices for people to move off welfare. As a
beginning the welfare regulations must be changed in order to allow
individuals to obtain their own self-sufficiency. Currently, the
regulations encourage and reinforce long term dependency. It provides no

;
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room for movement and rather lengthens the stay on welfare. We need to
look at welfare payment through AFDC from the perspective of encouraging
self-sufficiency rather than dependency.

The model of WEDCO is one that has much appeal to the American
conscious. With is strong work ethic, individualism and entrepreneurial
spirit. We have had requests from '9 states fot replication as local
communities have looked for ways to encourage sel:-sufficiency rather
than dependency. Public policy staff hear about our model and often
become excited about the possibilities and opportunities. Any change in
the current programs and regulations should provide for the opportunity
to at least demonstrate that with some flexibility and t,me women with
children can move off welfare.

The current regulations make it almost impossible for A women on AFDC to
start a business. The regulations do not allow for any separation of
business and personal assets. Every 30 days she must account for al; of
her expenses. If she wants to start a typing service she cannot buy a
typewriter because this is counted as an asset and deducted from her
grant. The cost of a typewriter would be greater usually than her grant
and she would be removed from welfare immediately. If she borrows money
as seed capital to start her business, she must spend it all within two
weeks or it Is counted as an asset. If she begins repaying this loan she
is allowed to deduct interest payments but not principal. When she tikes
in the ac.ounting of her business expenses she must argae over every
nickle and dime since she is also suspect as a self-employed person.
There is an assumption that she must be hiding money, both income and
expenses. We have seen women disallowed expenses for postage, mileage,
fabric costs and the list goes on. Until recently she was not even
allowed to accumulate any inventory because this would then be counted as
an asset and again she would be of welfare. It would be impossible to
make a sale of something like baby clothes or baby carriers if she can't
have an inventory on hand to fill an order.

Specifically, Federal AFDC regulations found in 45CFR act as the major.
barriers to a recipient in starting her business. These include: :) the
resource limit of $1,000, 2) the definition of earned income for
self-employment, 3) the perspective/retrospective budgeting, 4)
dissallowance of depreciation, purchase of capital equipment, payments on
principal of a loan for capital, assets of durable goods and
entertainment expenses, 5) equity limit of $1,500 on an automobile.

The Minnesota Department of Human Services is in the process of preparing
a waiver in order to address these issues. This waiver application
resulted from the lobbying and pressure by a recipients organization
called WOMEN OF MANY VOICES. They have been working with state and locs1
legislators and county officials to request this waiver for over a year.
It still is not written but is in process with a letter of intent filed
with the Secretary of HHS.
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In the last legislative session, Minnesota passed a new jobs bill
creating a new department. Within this legislation a small pilot program
was included authorizing the Commissioner to develop or expand
self-employment opportunities and home-based businesses for low income
persons. It includes a statement that the Commissioner of Human Services
will seek the necessary waivers from the federal regulations in order to
allow AFDC recipients to participate and retain their eligibility while
establishing a business. The bill includes a section on individual
enterprise and provides for the coordination of services to self-employed
enterprises, the expenses of marketing activities on behalf of goods and
services by independent business owners and technical assistance in order
to begin such initiatives. We are hoping this legislation will encourage
the State to view self-employment as a viable job creation alternative.
It creates self-employment as one option within a much larger job
crzztion and training program.

It is imperative that some process be designed or established so that
women on AFDC have the opportunity to separate business and personal
assets. Some, not all, are willing and able to start their own
businesses. Without this separation for a limited period of time and
until the business can generate a wage for themselves, they need to be
making a transition between welfare and self-employment. Currently with
an AFDC recipient we must figure 2 different business plans. It is
almost like taking the exact opposite of what the IRS allows a business
and wv.t welfare dissallowr a women the opportunity to try. From a
public policy view point we can do better.

Let me reinforce that now is an excellent opportunity within our economy
to encourage self-employment options for welfare recipients and other
unemployed individuals. If Peter Drucker and others are accurate, we are
moving toward an entrepreneurial economy. According to business
magazines, such as HARVARD BUSINESS REVIEW, THE WALL STREET JOURNAL and
others, entrepreneurism is the wave of the future. If we believe this
then we have an opportunity to include a whole class of individuals who
have been typically left out of the last economy. They may not be the
flashy stories or creating new net jobs in hightech and manufacturing but
they are creating an income and a job for themselves. Most of the
businesses we have started average 1 1/2 other jobs during their start-up
phase. They are providing income to the community, paying taxes and
contributing to the economy. We need to do more about encouraging their
participation instead of just the typical entrepreneur who have the
access to the resources and the training. As services and 15ght
manufacturing become a more viable force in our economy there are
opportunities for individuals to create their jobs in small business. It

would be a shame to miss this opportunity and not allow some
experimentation, demonstration projects and creativity to creating jobs.
After -11, it is in our American tradition.
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Finally, as the Committee reviews proposed changes in the welfare
regulations I encourage you to include self-employment as a real option
with regulations that permit self-sufficiency rather than encourage
dependency. In my last 20 years of working with low-income individuals
it seems each time we redesign the welfare system we limit options, force
dependency, and put up barriers that only detract from the primary goal
of moving women off welfare.

I think it is important to remember that most men are poor because they
do not have a job while most women are poor because of discrimnation in
pay and they have children to support. We continue to look at the
welfare system from a male perspective of poverty and then are surprised
when the solutions do not work. I always quote a statistic about 461 of
the women working earn less than $10,000 a year compared to 1St of the
men. We work fulltime jobs and yet remain poor. If you add child care
and often no child support then she is e%,en further into poverty. I
wonder if we tried to design welfare regulations from a female
perspective on poverty if the outcome might be very different. Too bad
we spend millions of dollars on a system that seems condemned to fail and
increase dependency and poverty for women and children. Maybe we need to
recognize that women's poverty is different and calls for different
solutions then currently proposed in the AdminAstration's welfare
recommendations.

Mr. WEISS. Thank you, Ms. Keeley.
Mr. Friedman.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT E. FRIEDMAN, PRESIDENT,
CORPORATION FOR ENTERPRISE DEVELOPMENT

Mr. FRIEDMAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, and thank
you particularly for organizing and holding these hearings.

My sense is that in the lines of the testimony you have heard a
new self-sufficiency policy is emerging for the country. It is emerg-
ing in the programs of Massachusetts, Maine, Connecticut, and
Maryland from whom you have heard, and in other States like
New York, Arizona, Florida, and Ohio. They are experimenting
with new ways of doing things.

It is also emerging in programs like America Works, WEDCO,
and Kenilworth/Parkside Resident Management Corp. What I
would like to do, taking advantage of my position as the last testifi-
er at these hearings, is t3 underline what I think are some of the
themes running through those prol,Tams.

It seems to me there are two primary themes: One is choices and
the other is investment. Before I discuss those, I would like to talk
a little bit about the box out of which we are escaping

My sense is we have been preoccupied too long talking about ex-
penditure levels of AFDC and other income maintenance programs
The conservatives tend to hit at the rising cost of the programs.
The liberals tend to hit at the declining benefit levels. In any case,
we are at an impasse, and I think it is most clearly seen in the fact
that pretransfer poverty, what Charles Murraycalls latent poverty,
has been increasing over the last 20 years. What that reflects r.
that our economy is not absorbing people, not allowing them to
support themselves. What we really need to ask now is how do we
increase the opportunity of people to produce and support them-
selves in the mainstream economy.
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It seems to me that's where the limitations of our curr-nt
income maintenance problems show up. My colleague, Cicero
Wilson, from the American Enterprise Institute put it most suc-
cinctly. He said:

The nature of the social contract was, We will support you as long as you don't
seek training, as long as you don't work, as long as of all things you don't try to
create a ;ob for yourself. Try any of those things and you lose benefits, or at least
have your benefits reduced.

What we have provided is a sort of economic methadone. It dulls
the pain of unemployment, but doesn't offer a way out. What I see
in the programs of the States and private agencies you have heard
from today is an attempt to make the safety net into a ladder, a
way of building paths out of poverty.

The administration, while trying to deregulate everything else,
seems to be trying increasingly to regulate the welfare system. The
effect of the approach, which seeks to expand work requirements,
cut benefit levels, tighten eligibility requirements, is not so much
to sink the life boat, although I think they have hurt it, but to cut
it off from the mainstream economy.

The hardest hit have been the working poor; the most penalized
are those who try the most to get out of poverty and dependency.
We heard a series of questions this morning about who are the wel-
fare cheaters and what about the people who do not want to work.
Too much attention has been focused on them, and the price we
pay for that is stigmatizing the entire group.

Stigma is strong in the system. It is a major impediment toward
self-sufficiency. Work requirements are a gratuitous insult to
people who are trying to work very herd and getting very little and
then are penalized by the system meant to support them for those
efforts.

The greatest indicator of the strength of the stigma is 50 percent
of people who are eligible for AFDC benefits and never even apply
for them.

On the other hand, liberals in a concern for increasing benefit
levels have sometimes fallen into the trap of seeing income mainte-
nance as an end in itself rather than a sad necessity. Too often
theyin the name of being benignhave expected little of welfare
beneficiaries and seen them as economic liabilities rather than eco-
nomic assets. All these new programs see welfare beneficiaries as
economic assets, not as economic liabilities, and are focused on
building paths out for them and, in turn, enriching the country.

Let me talk about the two themes. The first is choice.

CHOICES

People get into poverty through different routes and they will
escape poverty through different routes. What ET Choices does,
what Baltimore Options does, what DC Pathways does is offer a
range of choices. For some recipients the path out is prevocational
training, fc some it is college education. Maine has increased the
number of AFDC recipients enrolled at the University of Maine by
141 percent in the last 2 years. For some it is placement; for some
the route out is self-employment. What is a road for one person is a
roadblock for another. No one method works.
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I think instead of beinc obsessed with the 2, or 3, or 4 percent of
welfare recipients who are getting some benefits they should not
receive, we need now to become obsessed with the 2, or 3, or 4 per-
cent who can run their own businesses, and the 5, or 6, or 7 per-
cent that can take advantage of college education, and the 10 per-
cent who can be placed directly in jobs.

To offer more choices to individuals, it seems to me we also need
to offer more choices for States. The States and localities are lead-
ing the experimentation. We need to expand their opportunitief3 to
do so, so that they can tell the entire Nation what works. I thilik
we have learned a lot. We have heard a series of success stories
today. We need to learn a lot more the next year and the year
after, and we will only do that if the Federal Government ailo--,r,r,
greater discretion to the States to experiment.

I find the cut in the WIN Program and in administrative ex-
penses precisely the wrong way to go. It decreases the discretion in
the ambit States have.

We have now somewhere between 10 and 20 States interested in
exploring a self-employment option for welfare recipients. The abil-
ity of the States to undertake those experiments in cooperation
with groups like WEDCO will depend on the extent to which the
Department of Health and Human Services grants waivers expedi-
tiously, and interprets the ambit Congress gave them in the work
supplementation amendments in 1984 and other parts of the act
broadly.

I would ask that this committee in its oversight responsibility en-
courage them to use their discretion.

INVESTMENT

Thta second theme that I think runs through all of the testimony
is ths notion of investment. There are two definitions of investment
it the dictionary and I think both are important. The first is the
one you would expect; it says investment is when you apply re-
sources now to obtain greater returns down the road.

The programs saw that Massachusetts had to invest some money
in day care vouchers but, as a result, it saved the $50 million.
Maine had to invest some money in their placement programs, but
they saved money in the longer run by doing that.

The second part of the definition is equally as important. Invest-
ment is to endow individuals with authority or power. The two go
together. There is a kind of alchemy involved in investment. You
are trying to get more later for some now. The dynamic there is
that people are adding value by contributing their own talents and
vision and energy. We have got to engage that vision.

I call this range of strategies where you use transfer payments to
encourage and to support training, employment, job creation
"Transfer Payment Investment." We are endowing people with au-
thority and power. We are investing some money in them now,
giving them access to some resources so that they can contribute to
the economy. Let me give you one example from abroad that I
think should serve as some inspiration.

Five years ago in France and 3 years ago in Britain. they
changed their unemployment compensation and welfare systems to
allow beneficiaries who wanted to, to collect benefits while they
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tried to create a job for themselves. In France, they allowed you to
take 6 months benefits in a lump sum. In Britain, they allowed you
to get the average amount of the benefit over the course of a year.

In those 5 years, 250,000 people have opted for those p
Each year now in those 2 countries alone, 100,000 people rtZet t71-
vantage of the programs. It is only 2 percent of those who are eligi-
ble, but it is a dent in the number of people who would otherwise
be dependent.

The British treasury estimates that within 3 years the program
more than pays for itself.

There are three parts to those programs that I find significant.
First, economically, they enfranchise a whole group of people that
are otherwise collateral poor, do not have access to the kinds of
friends', family, and associates' money that Sara Gould mentioned
was so important.

Socially, they send a signal to a bunch of people not normally
thought to be productive or entrepreneurial, that in fact they can
consider that option, and that the society expects something of
them. Overnight they convert welfare cheatz -to local heroines;
after all, who are many of our welfare cheaters out people who are
earning some income and not reporting it? Is that something we
should stigmatize and discourage and drive underground, or is that
the kind of effort toward self-sufficiency that we should be encour-
aging?

And, politicallyand again this is a theme that has come up sev-
eral times in this hearingyou see the lines of a new policy which
the majority of the populace can support. It spans the political
spectrum. After all, here are European schemes that socialist Fran-
cois Mitterand and conservative Margaret Thatcher both support.
These are ideas which in this country draw similarly widespread
support. Recently some le- 'station has been introduCed in the
House to amend the unemployment compensation system to allow
5 to 10 States to experiment with the use of unemployment com-
pensation moneys, to support self-employment. It is an idea that
Stuart Butler of the Heritage Foundation and Ron Dellums both
support, allowing ample leeway for people whose political views
fall in between to support it as well.

My sense is that, as never before, social and economic progress in
this country are now intertwined. We will not solve our social prob-
lems without providing economic solutionscreating more jobs,
providing more employment opportunities, increasing the human
capital of our people. Neither will we make economic progress
without making social progress, without bringing new products
and, therefore, new people to the marketplace.

If the next 5 years are at all like the last 15, half of the new jobs
created in 1990 will be created by businesses which do not exist
today and by people who are not now in business. We need to open
doors to the economy to all out people.

Thank you very much for holding these hearings, for raising
these issues to the Federal level. I hope they serve to foster the in-
novation that is already occurring and that as the results come in,
the Federal legislation and regulations will be revised to encourage
more. Thank you very much.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Friedman follows:]
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Mr. Chairman, Members of the Subcommittee, I want to thank you
very much for inviting this testimony, and particularly for
holding these hearings. My name is Robert Friedman. I am
President of the Washington, D.C.-based non-profit Corporation
for Enterprise Development, an organization I founded six and a
ha/ ',trs ago to explore ways of increasing the prospects for
self-surficiency for people caught on the margins of this
economy and, in doing so, to increase the vitality and
prosperity of the nation as a whole. All of the Corporation's
efforts are based on a fairly simple premise: that economic
vitality and growth depend, especially in a time of economic
change, on people with ideas of how to do things better; the
most effective public policy involves long-term investments in
people's capacity produce.

You have already heard in these hearings from my colleagues at
the Corporation for Enterprise Development, and from the
practitioners, policymakers and low-income individuals from
whom we draw inspiration and direction. In the lines of their
testimony are the outlines of the new national self-sufficiency
policy which has been developing quietly over the last five
years -- largely at the community, local and state levels and
largely outside of the national debate on welfare policy. It
is in this context that I see the hearings you are holding
these two days as a watershed: to my knowledge, it is the
first time that the Congress has taken note of these new policy
and program intiatives and attempted to ask what they mean for
federal policy.

As. the final speaker in these hearings, I would like to explore
what I think are the two fundamental themes of the new self-
sufficiency policy: choices and investment. But let me first
comment briefly on the impasse that the traditional welfare
debate has reached, the box from which this new direction is an
escape.

THE IMPASSE

For too long the welfare debate in this country has revolved
around overall program expenditures. Conservatives have argued
that the expenditures are too high and unsupportable; liberals
have argued that expenditures are too low and yield inadequate
levels of support. In some sense, both sides have been right,
but in another both have missed the point. For neither
approach has offered a way out of the fundamental impasse posed
by dismaying trends: an increasing dependent population, rising
program costs, falling benefit levels, rising poverty and
unemployment, lessening public support.

Conservative policymakers have responded to these trends by
attempting to make transfer payments less attractive an
alternative to work -- by tightening eligibility requirements,
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beefing up enforcement to remove the undeserving from the
rolls, reducing benefit levels and enacting mandatory workfare
requirements in the welfare programs. The implicit assumption
of these changes is that the problem lies not in the job
market, but rather in the motivation of the poor and unemployed.
The claim is made that through reforms of this sort, one can
more adequately protect the "truly needy" while pushing the
less needy into the labor market. The bulk of the Administra-
tion's proposals over the last several years, as well as the
1985 proposals, move further in this direction. (As an aside,
it should be noted that a few recent changes, particularly the
demonstration components of both the 1981 Omnibus Budget Recon-
ciliation Act and the 1984 Deficit Reduction Act, have provided
much needed flexibility to states to embark upon the kind of
innovative programs discussed at these hearings.)

This all reminds me of the story of the farmer who had an
excellent work horse whose one problem was, in the farmer's
view, that he ate too much. And so the farmer decided to
reduce the amount of food provided the horse. Indeed, this
tactic seemed to work; the horse ate less and worked the same.
But just as the farmer's experiment almost succeeded, when the
horse worked without getting any food at all, the horse up and
died.

The most dire predictions of critics of the conservative approach
have indeed not generally been realized: the cuts and tighten-
ing of eligibility restrictions have not caused great numbers
of the working poor to return to the giTfare rolls. Community ,

work experience programs, while not implemented on a large
scale by any state, have often had modest positive results,
with some welfare recipients even claiming that the programs
have helped move them back into the workforce. (MDRC, 1984)

But without question these cuts have had significant negative
impacts: those who had little now have less. The ranks of the
poor have grown, more children go to bed hungry, more homeless
roam the streets.

Perhaps the most insidious impact of this approach has been not
the dismantling of the lifeboat, but rather cutting it loose
from the ship that is the mainstream economy. The heaviest-hit
have been the working poor, and if one correctly views depend-
ency and self-sufficiency as a process rather than a status
(which all our data suggests one should), the effect of the
cuts and the tightening of eligibility has been to isolate the
"truly needy" and to eliminate the bridge, however slender and
inadequate, between poverty and the mainstream economy, between
dependency and self-sufficiency. The low-income mother with
children can receive AFDC benefits, but as soon as she seeks
training or higher education, those benefits decline precipi-
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tously; as soon as she takes a job, she faces marginal tax
rates, double those imposed on the wealthiest of our fellow
citizens (and if one tax reform proposal passes, triple); and
as soon as she seeks to create a job for herself, she may lose
benefits altogether.

Neither does the liberals' battle for simply higher levels of
expenditures offer an escape. This approach has generally been
a political loser -- the real value of welfare benefits has
declined almost 30% in the last decade as the political
constituency for increased welfare benefits has diiinished.
But, more importantly, simply raising overall expenditure
levels and maintenance levels does not address the limited
capacity of the mainstream economy to absorb and support all of
our citizens. We must pay attention to the fact that latent
poverty, poverty but for transfer payments, has increased
during the last 20 years, an indication that the ability of
people to support themselves in the mainstream economy has
declined.

There are two sides to this declining capacity: on the one
hand is rising unemployment, the best measure we have of the
capacity to absorb and support people. During the last three
decades the average unemployment rate has risen steadily,
rising during recessions, declining during upturns in the
business cycle, but ending each recession a notch higher.
There is a 941! correlation between poverty and unemployment
rates, and if one tries to determine to what extent the pre-
transfer poverty rate can be predicted by the unemployment
rate, one finds a startlingly high regression co-efficient of
.95.

The other limit of the liberal description is that in the name
of protecting the innocent victims of limited economic growth,
it asks little and, indeed, often expects little of them. So
that it, too, has been party to a social contract which says
"we will support you as long as you don't seek training, you
don't work, and you do not, of all things, try to create a job
for yourself."

All this is not to say that expenditure levels and benefit
'levels do not matter. Indeed, we find it very troubling that
the bulk of the budget cuts have been visited on the means-
tested transfer programs. Current benefit levels are almost
certainly inadequate to allow a decent standard of living;
indeed, in all states, benefit levels are only a fraction of
poverty levels. But to continue arguing about benefit and
expenditure levels is to remain in a political, economic and
social impasse and fail to address what is the fundamental
challenge: how can we find ways to increase the proportion of
the American population able to sustain itself in the main-
stream economy?
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It is in answering that question that the true significance
emerges of the policies and programs of states like Massachu-
setts, Maine and Maryland, from whom you have heard, as well
as those practiced by Minnesota, Arizona, New York, and
Connecticut, and programs such as Kenilworth Parkside Resident
Management Corporation, America Works!, the Women's Economic
Development Corporation in St. Paul, or our own Hub Program
for Women's Enterprise. These programs demand and expect
something of recipients, but at the same time, they focus on
opening and enlarging the opportunity for self - support avail-
able in the mainstream economy. If you look at all these
programs, two themes seem to emerge: investment and choice.

INVESTMENT

The dictionary gives two very different definitions to invest-
ment. The first, the one you might expect, is: "to commit
(money or capital) in order to gain profit or interest." The
second is "to endow with authority, or power". The first
definition suggests why an investment approach to poverty is
essential. It is one of the few ways we can get more with the
same. But it is just as crucia) to note that the second
definition, is, I think, inextricably linked to the first. If
we treat the poor only as economic liabilities, as benefi-
ciaries, there is no way out, no way conceivable for the
alchemy that is investment to occur. If, instead, we see the
poor, including welfare mothers, as economic assets, with
latent talents and abilities that can be cultivated and
nurtured, then there is a way out for them, and for us. The
fact is that while we have spent on the poor for 50 years, we
have rarely invested in them. Out of each dollar spcnt on the
poor, 90 plus cents go toward maintenance, a few cerrts go for
training efforts, and one penny is spent to secure or create
decent jobs for recipients.

The programs which have been discussed today do invest. In
some cases, they actually spend more money earlier than what
has been spent otherwise. (ET Choices would not have saved
$35 million without the states' investment of $18 million in
child care vouchers.) But it is done to create a higher
return in the end. Rather than discuss the programs you have
already heard described, let me describe a couple of transfer
payment funded self-employment programs which you have not
heard about in detail.

Our American income maintenance system, like the European one
out of which it grew, was premised on the idea that Keynesian
macroeconomic policy could produce full employment and that,
therefore, all that the transfer payment programs needed to do
was maintain a relatively small number of people during rela-
tively short periods of disequilibrium in the mainstream
economy. It was because of this conception of role that
income maintenance programs were designed simply to provide
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maintenance, simply to be passive in the face of economic
dynamics and therefore to become unavailable to anyone en-
rolled in a training program or engaging in work, or trying to
create a job or busineas. For 30 years, the reality of the
American and European economies has deviated from the original
assumption. .le so-called income maintenance crisis is really
a result of a crisis of the mainstream economy; our income
maintenance programs are asked to support an increasingly
large number of people for an increasingly long period of
time. The time has come, I think, in recognition of our
deviation from full employment, to ask whether income mainten-
ance programs can and should encourage and support training,
employment and job creation.

It should not be surprising that European nations, where the
welfare state is relatively more developed and where income
maintenance spending is higher than in the U.S., were the
first to ask these new questions. The most dramatic departure
occurred in France in 1979 with the creation of the Chomeur
Createur (Unemployed Entrepreneur) Program. In that year, the
French said that anyone eligible for unemployment compensation
could collect six months of benefits in a lump sum if he or
she wanted to try and create a business. Since its initia-
tion, more than 100,000 French citizens have opted for this
scheme. Evaluations of the more than 24,000 businesses
started during 1981 and 1982 found that between 60 and 80% of
the businesses survived at least one year. The average lump
sum benefit was $2,467 (U.S. dollars). The unemployed
entrepreneurs created an average of 2 jobs each (one-third
created one job, one-fourth created at least one other full
time position, and 2.7% of the entrepreneurs created busi-
nesses with ten or more salaried posiPions). Fifty percent of
the recipients say thzy would not have started their businesses
but for the program, another 26% doubted they would have
started a business without it. Some 35% of all existing busi-
ness formations in France were financed in part under the
scheme. Last year the scheme was altered to include the welfare
poor as well as unemployment compensation recipients.

Inspired by the success of the French program, the British in
1982 initiated their Enterprise Allowance Scheme. In this
scheme, anyone who ,has been unemployed for more than 13 weeks
(unemployment compensation recipients as well as their equiva-
lent of "welfare poor") can receive a uniform income support
payment of 40 Pounds a week for up to a year, while they
attempt to establish businesses of their own. The scheme,
which began as five pilot projects with 2000 participants,
quickly became so popular and successful that it was extended
nationwide with a ceiling of 25,000 entrepreneurs. So great
was the demand for the program, however, that the waiting time
averaged six to eight months; and so, the ceiling was raised
progressively from 35,000 to 50,000 to this year's 67,500
slots. Manpower Service Commission officials believe that
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there are still at least twice as many people wishing to
participate in the program as there are available slots. One
quarter of the participants in the scheme have been unemployed
more than a year.

Evaluations of the early cohorts in the program reveal that at
least 70% of the businesses were still trading 18 months after
start-up. Businesses have created an average of 1.5 jobs
each. 40% of the participants say that they would not have
started an enterprise without the scheme and another 30% say
they r"ld not have started one as soon. 28% of Enterprise
Allowance Scheme participants take a cut in income to enter
the scheme. During the first nine months, income levels of
the participants are substantially below the national average,
but they exceed it after 18 months. The Manpower Services
Commission estimates that within three years, the program more
than pays for itself in terms of increased taxes and reduced
expenditures.

The British and the French schemes, which have since been
copied by four other European countries -- Belgium, Ireland,
the Netherlands and Sweden -- have significance which is at
once economic, social and political.

Economically the programs enfranchise a whole group of people
who otherwise find themselves on the margins of the economy
with few prospects for success. They give people without
collateral for starting businesses a small income stream or
lump of capital -- often for the first time in their lives
-- on which to build a future and with which to attract
additional investment (30% of the participants in the schemes
have been able to access bank loans). While the programs
entail some expenditure -- the British scheme was set up as a
parallel scheme to their income maintenance programs and
required a new general fund appropriation -- the expectation
and the experience in both countries is that the scheme more
than pays for itself in terms of increased revenues and
decreased expenditures to the public treasury. Obviously,
also, each scheme requires recipients to assume a risk and to
make an investment of their own. In Britain the requirement
is explicit; to enter the scheme, each participant must have
1000 Pounds in a bank account available for investment and
must commit to work full time on the success of the venture.
In France there is an obligation to repay part of the lump sum
payment if the business fails before the six month advance
period terminates.

Even though the uptake of the British and French programs now
exceeds 100,000 a year, that represents only two and A half
percent of those eligible. If one believes the British claim
that the demand is at least twice as high, so that the program
might be applicable to five percent of the unemployed, this is
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still certainly in and of itself no solution to poverty and
unemployment.

But this approach has social and symbolic importance beyond its
economic impact. It benefits more than those few percent of
people who take advantage of it, or even the additional numbers
who are employed by these new entrepreneurs; it extends to a
larger group. It says to the entire community (and as the
Kenilworth Parkside experience suggests, communities ex.,: more
than the sum of their parts) that there are routes out of
poverty that are approved and rewarded. And it creates a
culture of initiative-taking whose real returns are long term.
The message is important not just for the entrepreneur: who take
advantage of it, but for their peers who see them doing so. As
my colleague, Cicero Wilson of the American EnterpCse TnstitUte,
put it, "When a welfare mother in a public housing Dmplex starts
a business, it's like the whole community gets a 'Harvard degree."

Importantly, also, such a scheme sends a message to the main-
stream public that they should not regard the poor and unemployed
as significantly different from themselves, as economic liabili-
ties and basket cases, but rather as a varied population contain-
ing the full range of talents and aspirations. In one fell
swoop, such schemes transform welfare cheats into local heroes
and heroines. Indeed, most "welfare cheats" in this country are
women who are earning extra income and not reporting it. Rather
than stigmatize, inhibit and insult these women who are struggling
to carve a way out of poverty, we ought to, as the British and
French have done, encourage, legitimize and support their endeavors.

The programs are also politically significant. Here are programs
that socialist Francois Mitterand and conservative Margaret
Thatcher both support. In their trace lines, we may find the
outlines of a policy that can also unite liberals and conserva-
tives in this country. Indeed, the co-sponsor list of the Self.-
Employment Opportunity Act of 1985 (H.R. 1690), which would
allow states in this country to experiment with the British or
French approaches of utilizing unemployment benefits to support
self-employment, already spans the political spectrum, from far
right to far left.

Clearly, the self-employment option is only one route to self-
sufficiency. To be seen most appropriately, it should be seen in
the context of a whole range of new choices.

CHOICE

The data are very clear that people drop into poverty for a
great variety of reasons, most of them misfortunes over which
the individual has little control, such as loss of a spouse or
loss of a job, (See Duncan, Years of Poverty, Years of Plenty).

63-771 0-85-20 611.
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Just as there are many says into poverty, there must be many
ways out. State policymakers have recognized this truth. It is
apparent from the very titles cf the programs themselves:
Massachusetts' Employment and 'raining Choices; Baltimore's
Options; the District of Columbia's Patnwa s. The other states,
New York, Maine, Marylandmay not ref act Abe ideas in their
names, but do in their programs. For some welfare mothers, the
next step to self - sufficiency is a nutrition and exercise
program; for some it is improving self esteem and breaking the
stigma that ties them to their past so that they can open a new
future; for some it is pre-vocational education or remedial
train4ng programs; for some it is placement in a job -- any job;
for some it is the provision of support services necessary to
eaable them to take that job; for some it is enrollment in a
college education; for some it is self-employment. ,

Public policy must allow and assist welfare recipients in making
these choices; most importantly of all, it must establish that
the choices are real. At a minimum, we must certainly reduce
the barriers in this income maintenance system which stand in
the way of making these positive choices. Too often it is the
case today that the recipient receiving benefits generally
incurs greater risk ass' lesser rewards from choosing one of
these paths than from staying on benefits. Beyond that, the
message of the system is that recipients are not capable of
becoming successful and self-supporting citizens.

The states are carving a new, different path. Their programs
are new enough to be quite experimental; perhaps it is appro-
priate that federal policy has simply allowed this innovation
rather than prescribing it. But as the results of these
programs mount and the successes become clear, we should look
back again at the AFDC, Food Stamp, Medicaid and other transfer
payment legislation and regulations to see how they impede these
steps toward self-sufficiency. Then we should modify the rules
accordingly. We should seek to ensure that the welfare mother
choosing a college education does not lose benefits when she
does so. We must ensure that the welfare mother choosing self-
employment as a most likely route to garner income which might
forever remove her and her children from the margins of poverty
is not forced to take a sub-poverty minimum wage -- and most
likely temporary -- job, if to do so would forever remove the
prospect for self-sufficiency.

Federa:. policy must also allw and encourage states and locali-
ties to pursue the innovation in which they are engaged. It
will only be through such experimentation that we will find the
most appropriate and effective program models, and only through
the evaluaticn of such models that we will be able to answer all
the legitimate questions about costs and benefits, returns cn
investments, necessary program elements and the most effeci-ive
approaches. For example, more than ten states are now inte.ested
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in self-employment demonstrations for AFDC recipients. For them
to do so, HHS must be encouraged to interpret the 1984 Work
Supplementation provision of the Deficit Reduction Act broadly
enough to encompass self-employment efforts. At the same time,
the pre-existing 1115 waiver system could be used aggressively
to separate business and personal assets for the purpose of the
demonstration, and to allow additional experiments as necessary.
Rather than cut the WIN budget, which has helped fund the most
innovative work-welfare experiments, it would be prudent for the
Federal government to provide innovation monies so tt.dt states
need not bear alone the full costs of these productive
experiments.

It is through allowing such choices for individuals that the
nation will create new choices for itself -- choices which
break out of the box of rising budget expenditures and falling
benefits levels. Choices which can bring together a broad
spectrum of American opinion rather than drive wedges between
large segments of the American public. Choices which offer the
prospect of at once increasing the vitality of the American
economy and including within it folk who would otherwise find
themselves on the margin.

It has always been part of America's belief that her prosperity
was built on the strength and contributions ox individuals.
Now, more than ever, social and economic progress are inextri-
cably linked: social progress depends upon the solution of
fundamental economic problems -- unemployment, underemployment
-- without which crime and dependency wili never be success-
fully tackled. But economic progress it turn depends on social
progress: in a time of economic change we must be able to bring
new products and new people to the marketplace. If the next
five years are at all like the last fifteen, half of the new
jobs created in 1990 will be created by businesses not now in
existence -- and often by people not now in business. I
think the states and communities who have testified here
represent a new socio-economic policy, one which would simultan-
eously address social and economic constraints and integrate
social and economic policy. It invests in our economy by
investing in people. In doing so, it opens new choices for all
of us.

This path is as important as it is new. Thank you for the
opportunity to bring it to a federal focus and the nation's
attention.

(Attachment A is an overview and case studies of currently
operating transfer payment investment programs.)
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Transfer Payment Investment Polioy:
Letting Them Have Their Boots and

Their Bootstraps Too

by Meriwether Jones

The publication last year of Charles Murray'a Losing Ground seems
to have had two very different effects on the welfare policy
debate. On the one hand, it has greatly bolstered ooneervatire3,
willingness to demand further outbaoks in spending on the poor:
Their logic, of oourse, is that any suoh aid merely rewards the
bahavior that supposedly leads low-inoome people to a state of
poverty in the first plaoe. This renewed vigor on the right has
been matohed by equally earnest efforts by liberals to denounoe
Murray's numbera and analysis and thus vindicate the legacy of
the. Great Society. Thus, the first effeot has been an
entrenohment of camps and polioy debate over the peouliar
question of whether aid to the podr helps or hinders their sooial
and eoonomio well-being.

The other effeot has been that while attempting to dispatch with
Murray's more unsettling observations, many liberals have been
foroed to reexamine their assumptions about the welfare state as
ourrently struotured in the U.S. In this respeot, Murray has
been profoundly instrumental in opening conoeptual door3 long
barred shut in liberal camps, partioularly with regard to the
paternalistio "client-oreating" nature of, many of our past
anti-poverty efforts.

Unfortunately, for persons following the welfare policy debate
in search of a new path -- one that does not superimpose itself
over people's 41sire for self-determination, yet also recognizes
their need for substantial support -- the pickings have been
somewhat slim.

One new approach whioh offers great promise :3 that of "transfer
payment investment" (TPI) policy. Transfer payment investment
refers to a wide speotrum of poXioies and programs designed to
empower recipients of public inuome maintenance benefits.
Specifically, TPI programs enable and encourage transfer
recipients to invest their benefits toward the achievement of
greater levelsMonomic self-sufficiency for example, as
temporary wage subsidies, as a means of financing training, and
as working capital in self-employment ventures.

Because TPI is both a programmatic agenda and a set of explicit
assumptions regarding the causes and possible cures of poverty in
America, this article proceeds in two parts: the first provides
a brief overview of the major assumptions and resulting policy
guidelines which comprise TPI, while the second describes
existing initiatives which illustrate how these principles
translate into practice.
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TRANSFER PAYMENT INVESTMENT: THE THEORY

Government "income transfer" programs fall into two oategories:

(1) Social insuranoe transfers, also known as "entitlements,"
where benefits are earned by previous contribution and paid
in Lb- event of retirement, disability or job loss. Sooial
Security and Unemployment Insurance are Lmong this type of
transfer.

(2) Means-tested transfer:, or "welfare," paid to any who oan
pass the means test and oategorical eligibility rules. Food
Stamps, Medioaid, Aid to Families with Dependent Children
(AFDC) and the comparable state programs, often oalled
General Assistance (GA), fall into this category.

The Problem of Dependency

Host transfer programs were created to provide temporary inoome
to a small fraction of the population during brief spells of
joblessness. The assumption underlying the system was that there
would be enough ,lobs in the eoonomy for all those who sought
them, even though temporary bouts of joblessness oould be
expected.

In today's economy, this assumption has proven false. Whereonoe
.

we nonsidered 4 percent an acceptable rate of unemployment, today
an attainable non-inflationary rate seems oloser to 6 peroent --a
rate which leaves a bare minimum of seven million workers
entirely without work. Combining the unemployed with the
"working poor" -- those who do work yet still earn too little to
support their families -- some 34 million Amerioana now live in
poverty, even with income transfers. (Without federal transfera,

peroent of irAmerioans -- more than 56 million people
--would have lived in poverty in 1982.) Thus, rather than
remaining a temporary "safety net," government inoome transfera
have become an ongoing part of the reaouroe paokage relied on by
a signitioant peroentage of the population.

The result 13 a profound impasse: For many families these
transfera are the only thing whioh allows than to live just this
aide of abjeot -,overty; yet at the ease time, with poverty itself
growing eaoh e_,ade sinoe 1968, it is not olear how long the
maintenanoe system oan continue to aupport ao many people for
suoh extended periods of time.

In reoent years, polioymakers have aought to reduoe dependenoy
and rein in oosts by making tranafera less attraotive an alterna-
tive to work. The assumption underlying this approaoh --
tightening eligibility requirements, beefing up enforoement to
remove the "undeserving" from the rolls, reduoing benefit levels,
and enaoting "workfare" requirements in the welfare programs
-- is that the problem lies not in the job market but rather in
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the motivations of the poor and unemployed. Expressions of this
view range from the simplistic and even racist to the extremely
plausible and well reasoned. At its most persuasive, the
argument simply asserts that the welfare state inadvertently
skews the opportunity structure that the poor face by giving them
strong incentives to remain jobless.

To a limited degree, 1T1 Lhecry recognizes that the welfare state
as currently structured creates some perverse incentives which
discourage job aJeking in some situations. A fundamental assump-
tion within TPI, however, is that the souroe of the 'problem is
aLt r,:st a lack of motivation orany other charaoter flaw
within poor peov.z.:. nudy after study has oonfirmed,that the
welfare poor ValUb cork exaotly as macs: az the non-poor, if not
more so. For the great-majority of recipients, receiving welfare
is a humiliating experienoe far less preferable to the deoent job
which eludes them. Not only is there a potent stigma associated
with welfare but, despite public perceptions to the contrary, the
benefits barely meet even basic needs.

Rather than focus on the motivation levels of the poor, TPI
theory looks in two other plaoes for the causes of long term
welfare dependency: a lack of adequately paying opportunities in
the job market, and barriers to self-help in the existing
transfer system. IOUs it may be true that, occasionally, a
single mother of two will refuse a minimum-wage job in order to
continue receiving her Medioaid benefits, the reason is not that
she doesn't want to work badly enough, but rather that she simply
cannot afford child care, health insurance, food, rent, utilities
and clothes for her family on a minimum wage paycheck.

Thus, while there is probably some validity to the olaim :Lou
transfers reduce job aseking behavior in a small number of cases,
the polioy problem is not how to teach people to value work more,
but rather, how to expand the pool of adequately paying jobs, and
how to better empower our low-im..ome workers in their efforts
obtain those jobs. Transfer payment investment polioy attempts
to answer the problem of dependency as stated in this fashion.

Income Maintenance: From Safety Net to Ladder

Even :f we accept that the primary oauee of poverty is a lack of
adequately paying job opportunities, and that for from being the
cause of dependency, the transfer system is all that keeps many
?Mlles from starving due to this lack of opport"nity, there is
still ample room to critioize barriers in the system whioh
discourage risk taking and self-improvement. Readineas-to-work
stipulations in the unemploytent insurance (UI) program and low
asset ceiling restrictions in AFDC, for example, olearly reatriot
those recipients who might seek better eduoation or the purchase
of a used oar to improve their future job prospects.
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Perhaps the most serious flaw in the transfer system as ourrently
struotured is that in foousing so intently on frustrating
potential cheaters --a very small minority within the oaseloads
-- it severely oonstrains the efforts of the great majority to
raise themselves from dependenoy. The oumulative effeot, as
Cicero Wilson, direotor of the Neighborhood Revitalisation
Project for the Amerioan Enterprise Institute, reoently put it,
is that "the otrrent transfer system basically tells people: We
will support you as long as you don't seek training, you don't
work, and you don't, above all things, try to start your own
business."

TPI policy reverses this obsession with cheaters by fooueing
instead on supporting the self-help efforts of motivated reoi-
pients. TPI offers the system as a tool whioh reoipients may 030
to get ahead -- not in spite of the rules, but beoause of them.

Another major insight of TPI is its reoognition of the primaoy of
the messes, that the transfer system broadoasts to its bonen-
ciarTgi-Fegarding who they are and what they are oapable of
aocomplishing. For welfare reoipients, the message seems to be
that they must be "taken oars of" -- though only grudgingly so
-- since they are basioally helpless and untrustworthy. Onoe
again, the fundamental question that TPI raises i8 to ask what
would happen if, over time, the transfer system were modified to
send out a different message -- that its reoipients are oitizens,
fully capable of self-determination and that, within certain
parameters, the system exists to assist they in their efforts to
assist themselves. Critioal to the suooesa of TPIpoliCies,
therefore, is the tone of the reformed programs. Implioitly
blaming people whose only orime is to be poor is not effective
public policy.

Finally, TPI attempts to bridge the gaps between inoome main-
tenance, employment and training, and eoonomio development
polioies. As long as inoome maintenanoe is viewed is a separate
room fully cut off from these other development oriented activi-
ties, its recipients will oontinue to find the job opportunities
they face severely oonstrioted, regardless of motivation or
effort. There is a great differenoe between "maintaining" people
and investing in them, between "taking cars of" people and
empowering them. A suooessful anti-poverty policy must include a
heavy emphasia on both human and (=float) development, or at the
very least, must not disoourage links between the two.

By comparison, the regulations within many transfer programs Have
beoome as muoh an obstaoleas a bridge to permanent private
employment. Benefits may abruptly oease if reoipients enroll it,
education and training programa, or if they aooept jobs whioh pay
less than their previous transfer benefits. Benefits oertainly
cease if recipients make an earnest effort at developing some
form of self- employment venture.



A oomprehensive TPI model would turn these anomalies on their
heads, by enoouraging reoipients to invest their transfer
payments in job training, by allowing them to use their payments
as temporary wage subsidies to obtain decent employment, and by
allowing wore enterprising individuals or groups to use their
payments as working oapital toward the oreation of new business
ventures.

TRANSFER PAYMENT INVESTMENT: THE PRACTICE

The Corporation for Enterprise Development and its founder,
Robert Friedaan, have been developing and promoting. the TPI
concept for over six years now, originally under the rubric
"transfer payment reinvestment" (TPR). In that short time, a
surprising number of oommunity groups, looalities, states and
nations have initiated programs whioh olearly refleot a TPI
agenda. Most, of oourse, had never heard the phrase transfer
payment investment, or at best, have been only indireotly
influenoed by earlier writings and a national TPR oonference held
in 1979. Thus, TPI is our attempt to name and make explioit
- -and perhaps to help guide -- a growing field of scattered
initiatives whioh seem to share a common vision.

Setting the Tone:
Massachusetts' Employment and Training Choioes Program

Massachusetts' Employment and /raining Choices program --
affectionately known as "ET" -- demonstrates how important the
message that the welfare.system broadcasts oan be in affecting
the suooess of welfare-to-work programs.

The prinoiples of the ET Choioes program are based on the
following lessons learned from past job trainirg and placement
programs: (1) that careful assessment of eaoh recipient's
speoifio abilities and needs should be an essential first step in
any suoh program; (2) that voluntary programs which emphasize the
opportunities open to recipients and avoid a paternalistic: tone
stimulate far more enthusiasm and motivation than does the
punitive-seeming work-fare approaoh; (3) that addressing
recipients' needs as early as possible help:, avoid the
deterioration of self-esteem and work readiness often experienced
by the long-term unemployed; and (4) that bringing together the
full range of welfare, training and plaoement options into a
single program better enables its olients to make intelligent
choices regarding which component is most appropriate for their
current need, thus improving the effioienoy and long-term success
of the program as a whole.

ET's suooess in integrating theme principles is based not so much
on any new structural oomponent as it is on the tone with which
they put it all together. Host notable is the fact -that the
program is entirely voluntary. Under federal law, all welfare
recipients in the state must register for a work program; in
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Maasaohusetta, however, this requirement has been made literal --
recipients need only register, which alerts them to the existence
of the program and what it offers, but may choose not to partioi-
pate if they wish. According to oaae workers, this departure
from the work-fare requirementa that preoeded ET is generating a
much healthier level of aotive partioipation by the reoipienta
themselves, accompanied by a rise in their sense* of pride and
worth.

Through the program, recipient, may choose to seek employment
immediately, enroll for further education and training, enter a
supported-work program to aoquire greater work experienoe (see
TEE profile below), or request assessment and career oounseling
to help them make the most appropriate ohoioe from the above.
Once in the program, reoipienta may be eligible for day -oars
vouchers and transportation asaistanoe, and oan continue to
receive Medioaid benefits for up to 15 months after leaving the
program.

ET's early year reaulta easily surpassed administrators' expecta-
tions. In its first 18 months 53,000 people registered, 35,000
choae to participate, and 14,325 were plaoed in full- and
part-time jobs with a six month retention rate of more than 70
percent (compared to 32 and 37 percent under the old workfare
program.) Participant inoome has averaged around $5 an hour,
nearly twine the welfare maximum. An additional 20,000 people
are waiting for slots to open up in the program. -

Part of ET's aucceas can undoubtedly be attributed to the state's
general economic improvement; during the period ET btu;
established Hassaohusetts' unemployment rate fell from 7.6 to 4
percent, with an a000mpanying decrease in its welfare oaseload of
8.6 percent. Even so, a drop in unemployment from 12 to 6
percent during Governor Dukakis' first administration (1974-78)
-- during the inatitutior, of the old workfare program -- was
accompanied by an increase in the welfare rolls of 15 percent.

Though other variables may have been at work, state offioiala are
convinoed the differenoe lies in the "choioe" factor. ET appears
to breed a very different set of attitudes than did the workfare
program -- attitudes considerably more oonduoive to supporting
client and case worker self-esteem and henoe, motivation 'o make
the extra effort needed to summed.

Jobs for the Severely Disadvantaged:
Massaohusette Transitional Employment Enterprises

Transitional Employment Enterprises, Inc. (TEE) is the original
non-profit group after whioh Massachusetts supported work program
is modeled. TEE obtains permanent, private employment for
recipients of Aid to Families with Dependent Children.(APDC),
people labeled mentally retarded, people over 55, and those with
physical handicapa.The key to its 3 scesa, however, is that in
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doing so it also offera private firma a cost-effective quality
labor pool not otherwise available. Developed and refined through
ten years of careful experimentation, the TEE model combines the
best features of its supported work origins with a private sector
billing approach similar to that of for-profit employment
agencies such as Kelly Services.

Aa a contractor to the ET Choices program, TEE work, with
potential host companies to identify unfilled entry-level jobs,
then recruita, acreens, trains.and places AFDC recipients to fill
them for a four to five month training period. The firm pays a
negotiated fee ,directly to TEE1 which then assumes full
responsibility for supervising and/or assisting the worker with
all personal or financial problems that might otherwise lead to
diamisaal. During this period, the worker remains on TEE's
payroll. Weekly evaluations complement a carefully structured
framework of supporta and incentives for both employer and
employee. Finally, after the four to five month tranaitional
period, workers are "rolled over" to the firm's payroll as
permanent employees.

TEE's track recori 13 impressive. Over 3,000 trainees have
been served since 1981, with roughly 65 percent successfully
rolling over to permanent employment. What is really striking,
however, are their figures on long-term retention ratea: despite
the fact that TEE is marketed primarily as a means to till job
slots historically plagued by high turnover ratea, roughly 90
percent of TEE's placements remain with their company after a
full year; 83 percent after two yeara; and an aatounding 70
percent after three years. Firms also report much lower absentee
rates and much higher motivation levels from their TEE placed
employees. Follow-up studies indicate that 32 percent of the
employeea move up into new positions through in -house training
programs.

Much of TEE's success lies in its means of overcoming the
skepticism and distrust that private firma express towards the
public sector. Companies usually associate participation in
programs to help the poor with needless hassles and higher
private costa -- "fine, if you can afford them." TEE overcomes
this prejudice by meeting the private sector on its on term,
-- by delivering a quality product for which it accepts full
responsibility and for which it expects full payment. Companies
that contract with TEE find that its full spectrum screening,
training and matching :service greatly reduces the labor costs and
uncertainty normally incurred hiring off the street. Using this
business-like approach, TEE has successfully completed contracts
with more than 150 companies, including many of the major banks,
insurance companies, hotels and high technology firms in eastern
Massachusetts.
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TEE is also very popular with AFDC reoipients. Unlike taking a
job directly, TEE enables the reoipient who does not work out to
return to AFDC rolls without loss of benefits. In addition,
because they are still offioially on AFDC whi,e partioipating in
training, their net grant plus wages is higher than the net
income they would reoeive if they took the job direotly.
Partioipation is entirely voluntary and entitles ruoipients to
TEE-finanoed medioal insuranoe, life insuranoe, workers'
ooapensation, paid holidays and wage hikes tied to Work
performanoe. Workers are also assigned to a professional
reeouroe developer trained by TEE to help solve potential
personal, legal and finanoial problems. Job plaooments range from
manufaoturing assembly to oomputer based bookkeeping, with
starting wages of about $4.50 to $7.00, averaging at *5.14.
While these are hardly "primary labor market" jobs, they are
nonetheless a big step up for the majority of TEE's worker
clients, many of whom have previously been unable to land any job
whatsoever. (The average AFDC recipient plaoed in Haasaohusetts
Supported Work programs has been reoeiving benefits for 6.5 years
and has not been employed for 21.9 months.)

Forty peroent of the AFDC plaoement ooats are paid for by the
host firms, and another 15 peroent are finanoed by the
recipients' AFDC grants whioh ET diverts to TEE. Data from the
period July 19e2 to June 1983 indioate a net publio investment.of
only $2,805 per TEE plaoement much lower than for other
oomparable programs. Paybaok to the state is estimated to cmour.
in only 5.3 months, although the benefit stream the state
reoeivee from reduced welfare expenditures, inoreased tax
revenues and better private seotor relations presumably oontinues
for years to come.

Although still in the preliminary stages, a for-profit spin-off
named Anerica Works! Co. is currently franchising a TEE-like
model in other states, starting with two sites in Ohio.

Welfare Grant Diversion:
New York's Training and Employment Assistanoe Program

New York's Training and Employment Assistanoe Program (TEAP)
might be thought of as a scaled-down publio seotor version of
Massachusetts' TEE. Whereas TEE works very olosely as
developer and mediator between firms and the severely
disadvantaged, TEAP treats its grant diversion/wage subsidy
program more as one marketing tool available to its state-wide
employment and training system.

Through TRAP, benefits from Home Relief (the state welfare
program) and ADC (New York's AFDC) are oontraoted out to private
employers to help defray the costs of providing welfare
recipients'up to six months of work experienoe and
on-the-job-training. (The Home Relief grants may also be
combined ooncurrently with federal Targeted Jobs Tax Credits;
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with ADC placements, however, firms may reoeive TJTCs only after
the wage subsidized training period has ended.) In return,the
employer must pay the reoipient the prevailing wage, but, unlike
many other subsidized OJT programs, may tailor training preoiaely
to its labor needs, and, after the training period is oompleted,
is not obliged to retain the recipient as an unsubsidized
employee. The hope, as with the TEE program, is that after
several months of firm- speoifio OJT, moat recipients will.have
established their worth and will be retained on a permanent
basis, freeing welfare funds for broader ooverage or.leaa
employable reoipients.

Since TEAP was established in 1981, a number of other statea have
tried diverting AFDC grants to finanoe wage subsidized placements
in private firms. Six of these atatea,have done so as part of a
WIN demonstration program initiated by the federal Office of
Family Assistance within Health and Human Services.
Unfortunately, their first year placement rates have been
disappointingly low -- 200 all told in six states. By
oompariaon, TEAP plaoed 850 recipients in its first ten months,
and 3,344 in its first three yearn, with a three month retention
rate of a little over one-half.

With the passage of the federal Defioit Reduction Aot (DEFRA) in
1984, states for the first time are empowered to initiate AFDC
grant diversion without applying for special waivers, simply by
altering their AFDC plans within the Work Supplementation
Prograr. Given grant diversion's mixed record in reoent years,
statea considering similar job plaoement programs should first
consider carefully how they would avoid the immense start-up
diffioulties experienced by the six WIN Demo states.

While, there is no way of knowing what made the difference
between New York's experienoe and that of other states, two
possibilities are the meagerness of the diverted grants and the
way in which some of the programs were marketed to the private
sector. (The danger with any targeted wage subsidy is the
potential that employers will soreen out eligible workers based
on the stigma that eligibility might 1451y.)

We believe, therefore, that two points oan be made: first, it is
critical to distinguish between "grant diversion," which merely
describes a funding mechanism, and "transfer payment investment,"
which represents a full set of beliefs and attitudes about how
the structure and tone of the inoome maintenanoe system
influences the behavior of its recipients and sooiety's
perception of their behavior. Second, to be successful, wage
subsidy programs must be substantial enough to merit designation
as economic dev,,lopment programs.

After all wage subsidized OJT is hardly a new idea, nor
one that has been dramatically successful as implemented in thepast. Therefore, to the extent that such programs are operated
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and marketed exactly as in the past -- except with funding from
grant diversion instead of separate appropriations -- there is
little reason to expeqt outcomes much different from those
achieved previously. Nor, seen strictly as a fundinj mechanism,
should grant diversion save the state significantly more or less
money then if the OJT were funded via some other comparable mix
of federal/state funds, since any variance in revenue gains or
losses between the two methods should wash out in the full state
budget.

TPI, on the other hand, represents much more than a technical
funding relationship; as a theory and a vision it has the
potential to capture people's imagination, to justify needed
expenditures which are no longer popular, but most importantly,
to send a very different message to recipients of, welfare about
what options are open to them, and about why they should take
advantage of those options.

For employers as well, there may well exist a subtle but profound
distinction between being persuaded to offer underpaid work to a
person "on welfare," and helping that same person "leave welfare"
through a "self-investment" of their welfare payments.

Still, it would be naive to think that private firms will ever
participate in a sig6ificant way in job programs that don't
improve their own bottom-line. On the other hand, programs like
TEE, TEAP and HEED (see profile below) which offer firms
substantial cost savings -- either subsidy or service -- easily
attract willing private sector participants and, arguably, even
create net new jobs on the margin by better enabling in-state
firms to survive and expand.

Moving Beyond Mere Linkage
Minnesota's Emergency Employment Development Program

Going one step further, Minnesota's three year $100 million job
program, HEED, is an excellent example of how economic
development and unemployment assistance policies can be fully
merged to better achieve both ends. The program, funded
initially with appropriations, but now also through welfare grant
diversion, provides employers up to $4/hour in wage subsidies and
$1/hour in benefits for 26 weeks to hire certified job.
applicants. To receive the subsidy, firms must retain the worker
for at least 18 months or pay back a portion of the subsidy on a
pro-rated basis.

Over 4000 firms have participated so far, mostly in the new and
young category frequently targeted by economic development
policy. (An estimated 83 percent employ less than 20 workers; 95
percent, less than 100.) Seventy-nine percent surveyed claimed
they were able to expand their operation because of HEED's
assistance. Evidence of private sector support for HEED was made
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clear to one legislator opposed to the refunding of the program
when over 300 small business owners called or wrote to his office
asking that he reconsider his position.

Due to this eagerness on the part of private. firms, MEED has in
two years been able to plane over 10,500 individuals in private
jobs with a 60 day post-program retention rate of 82 percent.
Another 9000 have been placed through public service employment,
and a grand total of 86,325 people have applied to participate.

The lesson from HEED is that to achieve significant results one
must first make a significant investment. States with low AFDC
benefit levels will never attract serious business interest in
grant diversion unless they supplement the grants with new
appropriations (or, as Florida and Maine have attempted, combine
them with OJT funds from JTPA.) HEED projects that in three
years alone, its $100 million investment will have been offset by
$19.2 million reduation in state welfare payments, and a $24.7
million increase in state tax revenues. By 1988, it expects the
entire investment to have paid for itself. To the extent HEED
both helps the unemployed and creates a climate conducive to the
start-up and expansion of young firms, it would seem to represent
the very best of two worlds.

UI Funds for Worker Retraining:
California's Employment Training Panel and

Delaware's Blue Collar Training Fund

Over the past two years, California's Employment Training Panel
(ETP) has applied the TPI concept to its unemployment insurance
(UI) program by allowing workers' UI benefits to be used to
finance targeted worker retraining contracts. As of June 1985,
over 41,000 workers had been trained or approved for training
under 284 training subcontracts financed through the ETP. Last
year, Delaware enacted legislation creating a similar program,
New York legislators are hoping to pass their version sometime
this year.

Enacted in early 1983, the California Employment Training Panel
was financed by a 0.1 perbent decrease in employer UI payroll
taxes accompanied by a parallel increase of 0.1 percent earmarked
for a separate "employment training.fund." These offsetting tax
changes were necessary since fedet.al law prohibits the use of UI
monies to finanoe training. Thus, legal technicalities aside,
ETP is effectively funded with diverted UI monies. All funds
collected above $55 million per year are redirected back to the
regular Ul trust fund.

Training can last for up to two years (with a current average of
400 hours per trainee) and is frequently financed only partly by ,

the Panel, with the benefiting employer paying a Share as well.
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To date, 8118 million has been delivered or commiLted to
contracta benefiting 2,W0 firms. Training has ganged widely
from white blue collar occupationa and from high teen
electronics to sales tr, poultry processing industries. The
average nest per trainee is between $2,800-$2400.

Conceived as both a labor adjustment and state economio
development tool, the Panel attempta to target its resources.to
employers expanding business in-state, employers establishing
enterprises in areas targeted by the state for economic
development, training for employees in industries constricted by
critical skills shortages, and contracts which provide workers
with a job at the beginning of the training period. To be
eligible for retraining a worker must be a current UI
beneficiary, have exhausted his or her benefits within the past
twelve months or be likely in the Panel judgement to soon eater
the UI rolls due to an upcoming layoff.

A great measure of the Panel's success can be attributed to its
attractivenesa to both the business and labor community. The
panel works closely with employers, labor unions, schools, and
vocatiolal training agencies to ident::y businesaes and skilled
professiona in need of training assistance., Early on CTP adopted
the motto that "paperwork is for bureaucrats," and has folloved
through with a program that places the burden of red tape on
itself, freeing employers to tend to their bottom line.

Contracta are funded On a performance basis with 25 percent of
the funding withheld until each trainee is successfully placed
and retained for 90 days in a job utilizing the financed skills.
Entry level jobs are not considered an acceptable fulfillment of
the contract and no training can begin until an employer has
agreed to hire the affected worker during or at the end of the
training period.

Another noteworthy aspect of the contracts is that .f the
affected workera are unionized, their union must be a party to
the training agreemert. Some projects have been joint efforts
between labor and management. Far example, the International
Brccherhocd o: Electrical Workers and the Mation.d Electrical
Contractora Association hai been retraining 60 electricians in
San Mateo County. ether ETP projects have brought together Pord
and the UAU to retrain displaced auto workers in Santa Clar.:
County read Blue Shield anc no Office and the Professional
Employees Internattenal Union to retrain workers at a closed Blue
Shiel ,ivision in San Francisco.

California's program was started a: a time when its UI trust fund
was running a 1.Q.1 billion surplus. This raises the question of
how replicable tl program wou.ki be in states less well endowed.
Delaware "ecentli financed - training prOgram eImilar to ET? by
taking advantage of a 0.6 percent reduction in the federal
pairell tax penalty they had previously paid due to their federal
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UI debt. Employers in the state allowed 0.1 percent of that
reduction -- given because the state paid off its federal debt --
to be retained to finance school-to-work transitions, industrial
training and dislocated worker programs. In Delaware., a 0.1
percent tax on the $7,000 payroll base comae to about $1.6
million per year.

Like California's ET?. Blue Collar Training Fund monies 'cannot be
used for stipends. Twenty-five percent of the funds are
contracted out through the Delaware Development Office, the other
75 percent are used by Delaware's Private Industry Council (PIC)
to supplement its JTPA funds, whioh tend to be more restrictive.
Delaware's first training oontracts were signed early this year.

Transfer Payments as Seed Capital:
The French Ezperienoe

The problem with many of the programs discuased so far is that,
however high their placement/retention rates, such of their
efforts merely rearrange people at the baok ead of the job
seeking queue. Unless net new jobs are being cv,eated (or average
work hours reduced) job placement/training programs oan only
affect who gains 800053 to liaited job opportunity. (Programs
like MEET-and the UI training funds are less prone to thi'3
problem insofar as they oontribute to the economic development
prooese.)

Yet despite two decades of only limited success with efforts to
eliminate poverty through employment and training programa,
self-employment has never even been taken seriously in this
country as a realistic job alternative for even a minority of UI
or welfare recipients.

By comparison, a number of European countries -- which, like us,
are confronting high welfare costs, a shortage of jobs, and the
disincentives and barriers to work which crop up in social
"safety net" programs -- have deve?oped a quite different
response to the rising cost of high unemployment. Realizing that
even years of employment and training asaistanoe come to nothing
if there aro simply no fobs to be had, they have redesigned their
income maintenance systems to allow .c,ipiGnts to use their
benefits to create tneir o,.a :nbs. Since 1979, over a quarter
million unemployed Europeans have done so.

Th, first and mot;; extensive use of transfer payments .$ a form
of self-employment capi'al 13 France's Chomeur Createur: program,
Introduced on an experimerral basis in 1979 and made national
policy one year later. Today French citizens entitled to
unemployment compensation or welfare oan collect up to 40,000 FF
(around $4,000) in a lump sue -o start a business. This can
increase to as much as 50,000 Ev if the Entrepreneur creates an
additional job within six month,. Program partioipants also
receive social welfare coverage (hsalth, matenity, accident,
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disability, life insurance) while in the program. Since its
initiation, approximately 175,000 French citizens have opted for
the scheme.

Enterprises begun under the program span the range from high
teohnology manufacturing to janinorial services: Evaluations of
24,606 businesses started during 1981 and 1982 found that:
between 60 and 80 percent of the businesses survived at least one
year and that of those entrepreneurs whose businesses olosed,
more than half had either found a new job or started a second
business. The average lump sum benefit was equivalent to $2,467
(1982/1983) with which 30 peroent of the beneficiaries were able
to leverage additional bank loans. On average, the participants
created two jobs eaoh (their own plus one). Twenty percent had
no post-secondary school diploma and their average previous
duration of unemployment was 7 months. 50.7 percent of
recipients said they would not have started their business but
for the program; an additional 25.8 peroent doubted whether
they would have otherwise. Remarkably, over a third of all
businesses formed in France last year were financed in part under
the scheme.

Transfer Payments as Working Capital:
The British Experience

Great Britain's Enterprise Allowance Scheme (GAS) takes a
different tack by simply allowing people to continue receiving
weekly benefits while they attempt their business start-up.
Since 1982, almost 100,000 people have started up enterprises
through EAS and the scheme has subsequently been copied by
Ireland, the Netherlands, an: Sweden.

The U.K.'s program was premised on the belief that some
unemployed people would start their own businesses if they
weren't threatened with the loss of their jobless benefits. The
gov.rnment also believed that by virtue of the scheme, some
underground business activity would come above ground, pay taxes
and expand. The EAS, operated by the central government's
Manpower Services Commission, pays "unemployed entrepreneurs" a
uniform 40 Pounds ($44) a week for up to a year to supplement the
receipts of their enterprises until they can establish
themselves. Other programs also provide access to a wide range
of free business training and counseling services.

To be eligible, the entrepreneur must meet all the following
conditions: be receiving unemployment or social security (the
British equivalent of welfare) benefits; have been unemployed for
at least 13 weeks before applying; have at least 1000 Pounds
available to invest in the business over the first year; be
between 18 and 64 years old; and work full-time in the business,
defined as at least 36 hours per week.
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Interested applicants first attend a "soaring-off" session, where
they meet with Job counselors, tax experts, accountants and
lawyers, and are informed of the risks and difficulties. involved
in starting a business. Those who want to go on fill out a
:simple form with very little red tape.

The scheme began in five pilot areas in early 1982. One year
later, more than 2 000 people were participating, and the
government agreed to extend it nationwide, with a ceiling of
25,000 entrepreneurs through Maroh 1984. Demand was 30 high,
however, that the scheme was expanded again to another 50,000
people annually through March 1985. Next year, 67,500 slots are
authorized, although British officials say demand may actually be
twioe that much. Overall, about two percent of Britain's
eligible unemployed have chosen the self-employment option.

Although it is too early to obtain definitive figures on the
national scheme, of the firms begun during the EAS pilot phase,
more than 70 percent were still trading 18 months after start-up.
Early surveys of the nationwide program suggest each new
enterprise is creating an average of 1.5 jobs. Later surveya
suggest that survival and job creation rates have improved as
more adequate support systema have developed.

Overall, about 40 percent of the EAS participants say they would
not have started an enterprise without the scheme; another 30
percent say they would not have started one as :soon; 70 percent
said they would probably have failed without the EAS assistanoe.
Twenty-eight peroent of EAS participants take a cut in income to
enter the scheme. During the first 9 months, income levels of
participants are substantially below the national average, but
exceed it after 18 months.

The HSC estimates the net: cost per net new job created through
the scheme (discounting for businesa cloaures, deadweight and
displacement) is 2,690 Pounds during the first year. Additional
tax revenues and cost savings in the second year reduce the net
cost to 665 Pounds; by the end of the third year, MSC estimates
the Exchequer actually makes money through the scheme.

Bringing It Home to the U.S.

It's rather interesting that a stereotypically stodgy country
such as Great Britain should be so far ahead of the
stereotypically entrepreneurial U.S. in assuming that the
unemployed and disadvantaged are capable of entrepreneurial
activity. Naturally, self-employment will never be a realistic
option for more than a small minority of the unemployed, and
should certainly not be seen as a new panaoea against poverty.
But at the same time, we would be foolish not to recognize that
latent entrepreneurial talent appears to be distributed equally
among races and class levels, and that entrepreneurial motivation
is if anything more apt to be found among disaffected segments
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of society than among the affluent. Research consistently shows
that entrepreneurial events are typically proceeded by a long
history of unmet need, a recent loss of job, or other traumatic
displacement. Britain calls its EAS participants "entrepreneurs
of necessity."

Still, a typical response here to the European example is that
their workers are somehow "different" from ours, and that
therefore valid comparisons cannot be made. It would be hard to
say whether there is just cause to make this assertion, or
whether the between-the-lines comment is merely inadvertently
classiMt, sexist or racist.' Two U.S. initiatives -- one actively
in progress and one as yet a gleam in the eye -- may help answer
this question.

UI A.. Seed Capital:
The Self-Employment Opportunity Act of 1985

The Self-Employment Opportunity Act of 1985 (H.R. 1690)
introduced in the U.S. House of Representatives by Congressmen
Wyden (D-OR), Gephardt (D-MO), and Schumer (D-HY), would enable
recipients of unemployment insurance in five to ten demonstration
states to use their benefits to help start up their own business
ventured.

In order to encourage a diversity of experimentation, the exact
design of each state's program would be left to the participating
state government. For example, the state could give a worker a
lump sum of his or her anticipated stream of UI benefits to be
used as business seed capital, a la France's program, or could
simply permit the worker to continue receiving benefits during
part of his or her business start-up phase as a form of working
capital, a la Britain's r.ogram. Hybrids of the two would also
be possible.

Authorization for the pilot programs would lapse after three
years, and would be limited to five percent of each of the
states' UI caseload. To determine the usefulness of the
approach, an evaluation of each pilot program is required by the
legislation

Momentum for H.R. 1690 has been steadily building, with 32
co-sponsors signing on as of August. Similar legislation has
been introduced in the U.S. Senate by Senators Hart and
Rockefeller.

Self-Employment for Low-Income Women:
The Vomen's Economic Development C.rporation

While the thought of encouraging UI recipients to consider
self-employment is met with heavy skepticism, the same concept
applied to women on welfare is met with outright derision.
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Fortunately, while we hope someday to show that people underrate
the self-help capacity of dislocated workers, we already have
convincing evidence on low-income women, thanks to the efforts of
Minneaota'a Women's Ecormmic Development Corporation ( WEDCO). In
its first 15 months, WEDCO-has helped 157 low-income women start
up their own self-employment ventures, with one failure so far.

A private, non-profit, WEDCO assists its clients through
individual consulting, homework assignments and direct loans from
its seed capital fund. The women write their own business plans,
loan proposals, two year cash flow projections and marketing
strategies. Staff provides the overview, the queationa and the
language to give the women the direction, encouragement and
discipline to pursue their dreams of small business ownership. In
some situations, staff provide realistic alternatives to closing
an existing business, or relocating or redesigning their approach
to the business. Fees are charged based upon the client's,
income. Of 916 women served so far, roughly half wera already in
business, while half hoped to be.

In contrast to most people's preconceptions, roughly 52 percent
of WEDCO's clients had previously been earning annual incomes
below $7,000; 75 percent below $15,000. About 20 percent were or
had recently been on welfare. Clienta' nets have ranged from 19
to 72 years. Previous educational attainment has ranged
from grade school through College.

An interesting lessons emerging from the experience of WEDCO and
other initiatives such as the Hub Program for Women's Enterprise
in New York (see contact list) is that the idea of "starting
one's own business" tends to draw a vastly different connotation
from women than from men. Whereas men often imagine a steadily
growing enterprise, with goals such as X employees and T sales by
such and such year, women often think in more direct terms of
achieving a better balance between their personal and economic
lives. Understanding this difference is critical not only to
one's choice of language -- for example, "entrepreneur" has been
found much :.ess appropriate than "self-employment" -- but also
to the consulting advice that is offered. WEDCO has encountered
several cases where traditional economic development experts have
encouraged WEDCO clients to take out large bank loans for
expansions, which, in fact, could not be sustained. This advice
was based on business assumptions irrelevant to these women's
need.

By comparison, a key WEDCO concept is the process of "stepping,"
whereby a client works her way through an escalating series of
attainable goals, starting with a twelve step process for writing
her business plan and two year cash flow projection, through a
first (generally small) bank loan application, and only much
later thinking in terms of larger loans or major expansions --
and only thel if that is appropriate to that woman's ultimate
personal and economic goals.
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In response to the heartening suooess of the VEDCO program, the
state .f Minnesota has applied to the federal government for
waivers whioh would better enable women on AFDC to start up
self-employment ventures wh..e reoeiving.their welfare benefits.
A number of other states, inoluding New York and Massaohusetts,
are also eager to experiient with this approaoh and are following
closely Minnesotas exohanges with the federal Department of
Health and Human Services.

Conclusion

For many years we assumed that unemployment oould be held by
macroeoonomic policies to low "frictional" levels and that,
therefore, the income maintenance system need only tide people
over a short hiatus of joblessness until they found new work.
The reality today is that even experienoed workers may not be
able to find new work oalling for their skills or paying wages
sufficient to support their families. The programs disoussed
above are representative of a number of recent efforts t1
integrate social insurance programs with more proactive measures
to address the basic causes of unemployment. Allowing people to
use their inoome transfers in more creative ways is an approach
which, while not well-tested as yet, could be the next logical
step towards a social welfare policy that truly turns the "safety
net" into a ladder.
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For Further Information

General Information

Meriwather Jones
Robert Friedman
Corporation for Enterpriae
Development
1725 K street, NW #1401
Washington, DC 20006
(202) 293-7963

ET Choices

Barbara Burke-Tatum
Assoc. Commissioner for
Employment & Training
Dept. of Public Welfare
600 Washington Street.
Boston, MA 02111

Massachusetta' TEE New York's TEAP

Lee Fremont-Smith Michael Dowling
Transitional Employment Deputy Commissioner
Enterprises, Inc. NYS Dept. of Social

Chadwick Building Services
184 High Street 40 N. Pearl Street
Boston, MA 02110 Albany, NY 12243

The Six WIN Demo States Using Welfare Grant Diveraion

Michael Bangser
James Healy
Robert Ivi.y
Manpower Demonstration
Research Corporation

Three Park Avenue
New York, NY 10016

(The states are Arizona,
Florida, Maine, New Jersey,
Texas and Vermont.)

Minnesota's HEED

Joe Samargia
Fred Matson
Minnesota Emergency Employment
Development Program

390 N. Robert Street
St. Paul, MN 55101

California's UI
Training Fund

Steve Mischa
Director
Employment Training Panel
800 Capitol Mall MIC 64
Sacramento, CA 95814
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Delaware's Blue Collar Training
Fund

Bonny Anderson
Delaware Development Office
99 Kings Highway
P.O. Box 140
Dover, DE 19903

French Chomeurs Createurs

CfED, or:

Irene Brouse
Monique Halpern
Mission Promotion de l'Emploi
9 Rue Georges Pitard
75015, Paris
FRANCE

WEDCO

Kathy Keeley
Winnifred Brown
Women's Economic Development
Corporation

Iris Park Place Suite 395
1885 University Avenue West
St. Paul, MN 55104

British Enterprise
Allowance Scheme

CfED, or
Roger Lasko
Manpower Services Comm.
MSC Room E915
Moorfoot Sheffield
United Kingdom S1 4PQ

The Self-Employment
Opporunity Act of 1985

CfED, or:

U.S. Representative Ron
Wyden
1406 Longworth H.O.B.
Washington, DC 20515
OR
Senator Gary Hart
237 Russell S.O.B.
Washington, DC 20510

Hub Program for Women's
Enterprise

Jing Lyman
Sara Gould
Hub Program for Women's
Enterprise

30 Irving Place
New York, NY 10003

(The Hub Program for Women's Enterprise, an arm of the
Corporation for Enterprise Development, works primarily with
local women's organizations to cultivate and refine programs
through which women of all ethnicities and income levels can
employ themselves and others.)
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Mr. WEISS. Thank you very much all three of youMr. Fried-
man, especially, for summarizing hereit saves our staff the job.
Let me ask you about the network of which you all seem to be a
'dart of. I am always interested and curious about the schematic.
flow are you set up? How are you created? Who funds you? How do
you work?

Ms. GOULD. Well, my program, the Hub Program for Women's
Enterprise, is a program of the Corporation for Enterprise Develop-
ment, which is a private, nonprofit corporation. The Hub Program
itself is funded by both public and private sources. We anticipate
funding from EDA and the Women's Bureau of the Department of
Labor, and we have a modest grant from the State of Michigan.
The majority of our funding to date has come from corporations
and foundations.

Mr. WEISS. And what is your annual budget?
Ms. GOULD. Our annual budget is about $180,000, a significant

percentage of that having been covered by in-kind contributions.
Mr. Wilms. And that is spent for the most part on staff?
Ms. Gousn. Staff and we provideour method is to provide in-

tensive technical assistance. So, it is spent on staff, and travel, and
administration.

Mr. Wross. Ms. Keeley.
Ms. KEEisy. I am 100 percent privately funded. I am funded by

places like General Mills Corp. through their foundation, St. Paul
companies, the McKnight Foundation, Northwest Dairy Founda-
tion, a whole long list, so I have no Government funding of any
kind. And my initial funding through foundations and corporations
was I had an idea, I thought it could work, and they were willing
to stake that idea, they were not at all sure that it was possible,
and they gave us 3 years of funding. My annual budget is about
$210,000. I have a staff of five. The money goes, obviously for staff
and training materials like this. We provide intensive ongoing
technical assistance to women, what we call homework in doing
these business plans. And once a business is open, we are available
as consultants to keep it going.

And the networkI was sitting in Minnesota minding my own
business, trying to just get all these businesses started, and some
women economically self-sufficient, and these people, I think, found
me as an example of the kinds of theory they are talking about.

Mr. FRIEDMAN. We're also primarily privately funded through
foundations and individuals. We do get some government contracts,
mostly at the State level.

I guess there's more and more activity in this area. My sense is
that to the extent it's coordinated or parallel, it is because you
have Pragmatic problem solvers forced to go the same direction.
You look at self-employment and job creation because too often the
ceiling you hit against is the fact that there are no jobs at the end
of the training or when the severance pay or income/maintenance
benefits expire.

Mr. WEISS. Are you all relatively new? How far back do organiza-
tions such as yours go? Has the research ever are you first in the
field? Were there people who

Mr. FRIEDMAN. Were about 6Y2 years old. I'm ,just completing
work on a book called "The Safety Net as Ladder," looking at the
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various uses of transfer payments to support and encourage train-
ing, employment, and job creation.

Every program that I talk about, win one or two exceptions, has
been created within the last 6 years, a mostly at the community,
State, or local level.

Mr. WEISS. Ms. Gould's organization is an affiliate or a subsidi-
ay of yours. How many subsidiaries or affiliates do you have?

Mr. Fiuxim AN. Well, not as many as we would like. [Laughter.]
Ms. Kit. Now, I should add that with the publicity that my

group has received through a Neil Pierce article, through a USA.
Today article, we've had requests for replications from 39 States.
Mostly from Governor's offices, welfare departments, and commu-
nity development programs

Mr. FRIEDMAN. If I could just add one other thing.
I find the same phenomenon occurring in Europe, in very differ-

ent cultures. Although I'd been looking at the possible uses of
income maintenance for job creation and self-employment efforts, I
didn't even know about the British and French programs until 11/2
years ago.

Again, it seems to me all the developed countries are facing simi-
lar problems, and are problem-solving their way out.

Local communities are saying even when the recovery comes,
there are not going to be jobs for us unless we create them for our-
selves, and so what you get is independent and parallel innovation.
One of the roles we try and play is to spread information around
and thereby speed the flow of information and the maturation of
the techniques.

Ms. KEELEY. In the internationaljust Sara and I and some
others here were part of a meeting at the OECD in Paris about a
month ago with women from 18 countries coming together to talk
about self-employment and small businesses.

But, i think as feminists and as women we're clearly articulating
a policy that says we're poor because of discrimination and we're

or because we have kids. There aren't a lot of ways out of those
kinds of issues right now, and self-employment is a way. We can
start our own business and it's not the same kind of discrimination.

We can have some control over generating our own incomes. We
can put child care in our business plans as a line item expense, andwe do that.

And, at the international meetings there was definitely a feeling
that there is a movement just starting of women saying this is
something that gives us a way out, various kinds of women at all
economic levels, because it addresses some of the issues we can't
find other ways to address.

Ms. GOULD. Also, in terms of the network, the Hub Program and
CFED are sponsoring in September a meeting at the Wingspread
facility in Wisconsin for practitioners in this area of women's self-
employment and particularly practitioners that concentrate on low-
income women and minority women, and there will be about 40
people at that, mostly practitioners, some funders, and some Gov-
ernment representatives.

The German Marshall Fund is making possible the participation
of five Western European women at that meeting. So, we are ex-
pecting that that meeting will go a long way toward strengthening
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the network that already exists. We will be putting out a report on
that meeting in conjunction with Women and Foundations Corpo-
rate Philanthropy which will broaden the network even further.

But, it's been my experience, having worked in this field now for
almost 4 yearsparticularly women's enterprise development
that the network is much larger than anyone realizes. WeI
know Kathy is contacted often. She's already told you how many
times. We also are contacted on a weekly basis by people from all
over the country.

Sometimes its welfare departments, particularly people within
welfare departments who are anxious to run some kind of demon-
stration program and need to know what kind of waiver they
might need to do that.

Sometimes it's a grassroots women's organization that wants to
start up a program.

But, the groundswell of interest I think is very real.
Mr. WEISS. Do you have a profile of the woman who comes to you

or whom you find for self-employment?
Ms. KEELEY. Other thanthe only profile we can really identify

is a creative survivor.
The age range has been 19 to 72. The family income is like 52

percent under $7,000, family income. There isn'tthere's a mix
education is from 2 years of high school up to college graduate.

It is just the spread. We haven't been able to identify, other than
this creative survivor who has an idea, an idea that she carries
with a passion usually that she wants to take and develop into this
income for herself to pay bills.

And, those are the words that she used to us all the time.
They do come to us, thoughbut they do comesometimes two

or three ideas, but they do come with an idea of pomething that
people have said, "You ought to make that into some money for
yourself. That might be a business." And then we're the testing
ground for that.

Mr. WEISS. And do you find, or are you finding that there is more
receptivity on the part of the financial community as they become
more familiar or do they hard sell every time that

Ms. KEELEY. No.
Mr. WEISS. You don't?
Ms. KEELEY It hasI think the bank would be surprised to find

out they've done 65 loans, and they just received an award from
the chamber of commerce for this program, so they're getting a
good deal of press also.

We have now been assignedwe had one bank, and we've been
assigned four to work with the program.

We have other banks in the community now calling us because
what they hear is that the women come preparedbetter prepared
than most small business people. The loans are repaid and are cur-
rent, and that we negotiate. We come up with what's called cre-
ative collateral.

The women don't have houses or cars of any of those sorts of
things, but they negotiate collateral of some type with the bank
and that puts them in the light of being what they call more seri-
ous business people.
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So, we're getting requests to participate in the program now be-
cause of the publicity that it's gotten locally.

Mr. WEISS. Would any of our staff people who were responsible
for putting the hearing together have any questions?

[No response.]
Mr. WEISS. Well, I want to thank you all very, very much for the

very exciting hearing and I hope well be hearing much mcre.
Mr. FRIEDMAN. Thank you very much.
Mr. WEISS. The subcommittee is now adjourned subject to the

call of the Chair. The hearing record will remain open for the sub-
mission of additional material.

[Whereupon, at 3:15 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, to recon-
vene subject to the call of the Chair.]
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July 5, 1985
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Congressman Ted Weiss, Chairman
House Sub-Committee on Inter Governmental
Relation and Human Services
Rayburn B-372
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Congressman Weiss:

The State of Connecticut is watching with special interest the various proposals
under consideration by the Congress which would impact our current efforts to assis
AFDC recipients to become economically self-sufficient. During the past two years
we have carefully re-examined the education and employment services the state pro-
vides to AFDC applicants and recipients. As a result we have recently undertaken
several important initiatives designed to improve the nature and quality of programs
and services being offered.

First, in response to the year long work of a special committee established to
develop an employment preparation and placement plan for AFDC applicants and
recipients, the state in 1984 adopted a new WIN policy and established a three-year
AFDC Demonstration Supported Work/Grant Diversion Program. Both of these initiatives
were developed in response to the special committee's assessment that it is not
sufficient to simply emphasize "quick placement" into jobs, track clients for just
thirty days, and then use this as a basis for projecting welfare savings.

We know, for example, that one-half of all AFDC recipients on our rolls do not
have a high school diploma, and that more than half list blue collar jobs as their
usual occupation. Without education and training these welfare recioients have
little chance of successfully obtaining many of the new non-manufacturing jobs being
created in Connecticut.

Further, while many of our clients do find jobs and leave welfare each year, there
is evidence to suggest that for many, exit from the welfare rolls is only temporary.
If they leave for low-paying jobs that do not offer sufficient financial stability
and medical benefits to maintain their families, they soon find that despite their
best efforts, they must return to public assistance. One national study recently
found that 40% of those who leave AFDC live in poverty in the years after, and 1/3
return to AFDC within one or two years. These and other factors affecting the
employability of our clients have guided the development of our recent employment
initiatives.

110 Bartholomew AvenueHartford. Connecticut 06106

An Equal Opportunity / Affgmuuive Action Employer

(633)
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The tate's new WIN policy emphasizes preparation for jobs that will lead to
econc 1c self-sufficiency and permanent independence from public assistance. It
requires us to encourage AFDC applicants and recipients to voluntarily participate

in education, training, and employment; to inform them of the education and training
opportunities available; and to improve information on the WIN program. In response,
we are developing a case management system for monitoring clients' progress in the
WIN program, providing follow-up after placement, and tracking their progress for up
to one year after they enter employment. We are also contemplating additional
organizational changes in the state's WIN program to facilitate the new policy.

In addition to appropriating funds to continue current WIN program activities, the
state recently appropri.ted $1.2 million directly to work and training programs for
AFDC. recipients. These new programs, to be administered by the Department of Income
Maintenance, include: the Supportzd Work/Grant Diversion Program, a statewide Job
Search Assistance Program targeted to Unemployed Parents, and a voluntary employment
program for long-term AFDC recipients.

We believe that the changes we have put in place will dramatically improve the way
the state delivers employment and training services to AFDC applicants and recipients.
More importantly, we believe our initiatives will result in long-lasting improvements
in the lives of the families we assist - and in significant social and cost benefits
to our State.

I urge your continued support of federal programs and policies that will allow us to
build on what we have learned and accomplished in recent years.

SBH:rtr
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Sincerely,

VS

Stephen B. Heintz
Commissioner
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July 8, 1985

Hon. Ted Weiss
Member of Congress
252 7th Avenue
New York, N.Y. 10001

Dear Ted:

I am writing co congratulate you on holding hearings on
Women in Poverty.

Unfortunately, I cannot attend either July 9th or 10th.
However, I am taking the liberty of enclosing two studies done
by my office on the topic The Feminization of Povert : An Analysis
of Poor Women in New York C ty; an Tne Womm r Economic Equity Act
for New York City; each was compiled over a year's time and each
outlines the economic problems and possible city budget remedies
for low-income women, particularly in New York City. I hope the
information is helpful.

I would appreciate a copy of any report that results from
the hearings.

As always, thank you for your assistance.

Sincerely,

RWM:sp
cc: Lucy Gorham

Intergovernmental Rel. and Human
Resources Subcomm.

U.S. Congress
Rayburn House B372 Bldg.
Washington, D.C. 20515

RUTH W. MESSINGER
Council Member

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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There is growing cause for alarm at the number of 001144 and
children la the United States who are falling below the poverty
line. In ehe last few years, this 'feminization of poverty' has
becocy a national social concern.

Just in Seerfork City alone, between 1949 and MO, feeale-headed
households living below the poverty line increased by 72%.', Over
40% of children in New York City are now living in poverty.' The
City's poor population increasingly consists of women and children.'

The tins* Ironing of women most affected by poverty are female
heads of household, teenage mothers and elderly women. Their
problems ace grave and will get wows because of the continued
assaults on social services by the Reagan Administration.

Since 1900, the United States military budget has risen 52% above
inflation while programs for poor people have been cut 38% even after
taking inflation into account. With women nationally making up
60% of social service recipients, 64% of federally subsidised housing
tenants, and SO% of AFDC recipients, women, children and seniors bear
the largest burden of Federal domestic cutbacks."

Ultimately, if we hope to bring large numbers of women out of
poverty, we will have to restore federal funding of basic
educational, social and employment services. However, we cannot wait
for a turnaround in federal policy before we take action at the local
level. nue can we continue simply to document the dimensions of
women's impoverishment in this City.

We must move now beyond description to action. The 'Mason's
Economic Equity Act of Mew York City' does this. It identifies
legislative and budgetary recommendations in nine key areas designed
to halt and reverse the trend of women and children in New York City
falling below the poverty line. The nine Action areas aces pay
equity, child care, education, training, employment, housing, AFDC,
maternal and child health care, and affirmative action, with special
attention given to teens and the elderly.

In order to address these 42V.OS fully, actions are needed at all
levels of government and in the private sector. The recommendations

For a thorough look at how female poverty hss affected New York
City see 'The Feminization of Poverty: An Analysis of Poor Women
in New York City' by Karen Hatcher, June 1984 (Office of Council
Member Ruth Messinger)
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here ate primarily City-fOcnsed but include some desirable State

actions.

The Equity Act is not comprehensive. It doss not attempt to
speak to the full range of ecosomic needs of all New Yost City
women. In particular, and with regret, we have not discussed the
special needs of displaced homemakers, lesbians, disabled women, the
homebound, battered women, refugee women, the homeless or Asian
women. Sowever, although these groups are not mentioned
specifically, they will benefit from any positive action on our
recommendations.

There is no single factor causing female poverty and hence there
can be no single solution to it. There ate a number of contributory
factors ranging from changes in the family structure to social
discrimination to inequitable pension systems. The three which are
migit critical are occupational see segregation, wage inequity, and
the lack of safe, affordable child care. If these were adequately
addressed, the unique problem of vceepia poverty would largely
disappear.

The Women's Equity Act insists that female poverty be looked at
comprehensively. Without an adequate income, women will not be able
to afford decent housing. Without child care, many mothers with
pre-school age children will not be able to seek employment. And
without programs to upgrade skills for a changing labor market,
employment efforts will be futile.

We also urge that special attention be given to the alarming rate
o' novrrty among black and Hispanic women. In New York, 3f.8% of
'slack people and 44.9% of Hispanic people live in poverty. for
the women in this situation many measures are needed, probably
including actions which address the gross discrepancy in employment
between white and minority men.

The Women's Equity Act is separated into three areas for each of
its nine sections.

o The Act describes the Nov York City problem. Where appro-
priate, to give the problem perspective, reference may be made
to its national dimensions.

o The Act outlines action being taken at the state and local

level.

o The Act makes short and long tern legislative and budgetary
recommendations that will help reverse the trend of women and
children living below the poverty line.
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I. PAT mom

P4y equity is and will remain a major issue for women over the
nest decade.. *specially now that sore and sere women are raising
their children alone, it is both jest and essential that they get the
sass pay for comparable work.

BACKOAOOND OP TB* PBOSLINs

o In the United States today. white women working full-tine earn
61 cents to a san's dollar. black women earn Se cents. and
Hispanic women earn 53 cents.

o 'If women were paid 0:4 wages that similarly qualified men
earn. about beg o.1 toe families now living in poverty would
not be poor. "

o This wage inequity is largely the result of occupational
segregation of women into the lowest paying jobs. wopen's work
is systemically underpaid because it is women's mock.

o Pay inequity constitutes overt discrimination, no different
than race or religious discrimination. tt is a civil rights
issue. not a women's issue.

TOM WAYS TO OBTAIN PAY EQUITY:

o Through collective bargaining.

o Through court litigation where employees file a suit against
their employer.

o By government initiating its own study and then implementing
the findings. as is currently being done in Loa Angeles.

ACTION TWIN SO rim IN NSW YORK:

o We applaud the Cuomo Administration for appropriating $500,000
to do a pay equity study for the State of New York
investigating both sex-based wage discrimination and race
discrimination. This study is due to be released within a few
months.

o We command national AMAX for chaspionang the fight for pay
equity nation -wide and supporting the only New York city pay
equity court suit.

o We deplore the position of the loch Administration which
opposes pay equity on the grounds that it does not fit with
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labor market principles.. The Administration claims it will

move away from sex-based wage discrimination only by opting for
expanded equal access (or outreach for placement of under-
represented groups in non-traditional jobs). We believe the
Mayor'should be supporting pay equity as well. The composition

of New York City's workforce under equal access has improved

sosewhat, but a serious problem of wage discrimination remains
and will not be resolved without Administration support for pay
equity.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

1. We urge immediate action on the two adopted City Council
resolutions (Friedlander, Grottier) calling on the Mayor to
initiate a comparable worth study, for these reasons:

o the City will save the expense of litigation estimated in
the Washington State case to be close to Si million;

o the Government has more control over the system and can
escape costly court decisions or negative press attentions

o the cost to the State of Minnesota of implementing pay
equity for state workers is 1/4 of 1% of the state budget
for three Years;

o government should take responsibility for correcting
discrimination, setting an example for the private sector
to follow.

COST: $750,000
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II. CRILD CARS

Child care is a primary need for two of the three groups most
affected by.femele poverty--tesmage mothers and female single heads
of household.

DACKGROODD Of TIM PROBLIK,

SAILLUIUUL

o The United States Commission on Civil Rights cites the lack of
child care as the major cause for the poor economic status of
woman in the United States. Many women who need work are
forced to stay at home or go on APif because there is no
adequate provision for child care."

o Tbe 1980 Census reported that 1.6 million more,gomem would be
working for wages if child care was available. --

o mothers with pre-school children comprise the fastest growing
segaent of the for force. 45% of mothers with children under
sin are working.

o 'Nationally 11 million children underlke age of 13 have no
care while their parents are working.°

In New Yuck City

o By 1980, 396,536 women with children under the age of,/8 were
in the labor force, an increase of 28.9% in 10 years.

o According to one study (published in 1983), 19% of all families
in the City who lose day care services in 1982 }aft their
children unattended for all or part of the day.

o Job Training and Partnership Act providers cited child care
availability as the most critical problem young women with
children We when they seek to enter and complete job training
programs.

o In 1982, the City's potential day care population consisted of
1.2 million children age 12 and under (2878000 infants, 260,000
pre - schoolers, and 720,000 ages 6 to 12)."

o xn 1982 the Agency for Child Development estimated that
331,000 children qua Pied for putpc day care of whom 179,000
came from single parent families.

o In 1982 the active day care population served by ACD was
42.000.lo
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o in the =use of that year 123,030 additional children
satisfied the day,are eligibility guidelines but, could not
receive services.-'

o Currently ACD meets 18% of its estimated need.

TEM SOURCES OF DAY CARL IN NYC:

o Newt York City Board of Educationfor teen mothers

o New York City Agency for Child Development --for low income
parents who are working, in school, or in training, and
families with special needs

o Independeat voluntary and proprietary providers

MAJOR SOURCES OP FUNDSt

o Federal Uncial Services Block Grant

o Federal Title IVA and IVC Social Security Act

o State matching and City levy funds

o Parents' fees

GOVERNMENT ACTION TAKEN SO FAR:

o We acknowledge Mayor Koch's willingness to cover $6.6 million
of the $14 million lost to Federal cutbacks in 1981.

o We applaud Governor Cuomo and the State Legislature for
providing $8 million for day care and 52.5 million for
CONY /SONY campus day care in the 1985-86 budget.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

Our goal is universal day care serving infants, toddlers and 3-5
year olds, and providing after school care for 6-12 year olds. For
now, working incresentally, we proposes

1. Doubling the $6 million allotted in the 1985-86 State budget
for the Working Parents Act which provides a funding stream to
subsidize child day care services for pee- school and school
age children of low and modest Jacob* working parents.

COST: $6 million
(local share 10%)
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2. Satablisbial a oscbst system to be set op shift would permit
Job Traisist,aa. Partnership programs to locate their ova
child owe."

3. [vpanding infant day care services through provision of a tae
subsidy and through provision of technik:al assistance to
infant care providers for training and certification.

4. providing an after school program for children 3 to 12 years
old from 3-4 p.m. Monday through Friday for at least September
to Juno. be support the plan outlined by the Council
maids:lies ?ash Force that targets 10 school districts for FY
1981, 11 for FY 1,17 and 11 for IT 114114 putting a city-wide
program into effect in 3 years.

COSTS $10.4 million

5 2
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III. mecuixontraAnnirwimatonuurr

,.

The key problems that women face with regard to employment are
job availability, wage inequity, a lack of safe, affordable child
care and sex segregation in the workplace. The Nomen's equity Act
has already addressed two of these issues, and will begin to address
the others in this section.

A majority of the City's population is black and Hispanic. The
women in these communities must cope not only with their own
employment problems but with the very high rate of minority male
unemployment :Mich, in various ways, exacerbates the feminization of
poverty. In working on this section, therefore, we take the liberty
of including black and Hispanic men in both our description of the
problem and in our recommendations for action.

There is a growing problem in New York with structural
unemployment. It begins with an inadequate public school system that
is not retaining enough of its students and is failing to educate and
train them to enter the job market. The problem is compounded by the
dearth of literacy and job training programs for those young people
and adults not in school; the result is often structural unemployment
for men and women or pink collar ghetto jobs for women.

BACKGROUND OP TSB PROBLEM:

Nationally

o women make up 97% of all secretaries, 98% of all cleaning
service workers, 90% of clerical workegs, 85% of elementary
school teachers and 82% of librarians.

o Most work available to woman has been in the growing pink
collar ghe4to"--that of fast foods, retail sales, and business
services."'

o "only 2,5 per cent of working women earn over $23,000 a
year.'

o 'Current job training programs in both the private ag4 public
sectors tend to perpetuate woman's job segregation.'-'

o women. rarely come upon the combination of quality job training,
career counseling and child care that can help thee reach long
term economic security. If such mgrans do exist they are
either poorly funded or temporary.'"

o 'So long as women are segregated into jobs that do not provide
a living wage, even quality education and job training
unfortunately will not be enough to raise women's incomes."29
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o The drop oat cats is public high schools is 400, higher for
minority young people.

o More than 1/3 of ler York City's hills school students are
chronically absent.

o The combined cost of federal, state and local contributions
for welfare benefits and Medicaid for unemployed youths in the
City in 1912 was over $243 million....Birect costs to the City
of ew York of crimes committed'by 16.21 year olds: including
tiv vestments of Police, Corrections and Probation and the

,riot Attorney's Office*, totalled 0275 million in 1902....
S,. every 1,000 20 year olds put to weak, the City would gain
$164,000 in income and sal.* tasce.'

o It 1913-14, in Mew York City's Vocational/Techn;cal high
schools female students comprised C0.9% of cosmetology and
94.60 of fashion/interior design while male students comprised
1000 of welding,311.3% of auto mechanics and 99.30 of plumbing
and pipefitting.

o much of the school equiseent used for training students for the
work force is inadequate due to obsolescencll disrepair or the
simple fact that it has not been installed.

o The New York City Private Industry Council has reported that 49
out of 50 applicants cannot qualify for tse Federal Job
Training and Partnership Program bonito's of the applicants' low
educational skills. As a general rule, PIC estimates an
individual's actual level of educati44 by dividing the grade
the individual has completed in half, if an individual has
completed 10th grade, this usually indicates a math and reading
level of grade 5.

o In the City, there ace 1.5 =tll!on adults and older youth who
cannot participate fully as citizens or in the City's workforce
because they cannot read, write or 'peels English aGequately
enough for job training or employment."

o The current waiting list for Board of Education literacy
programa includes 12,000 people. In adult e4ocation services,
50,000 applicants get turned away each year.

o In Mew YorkiQity approximately 130,000 16 to 21 year olds are
unemployed."

o P/C provided 1,500 job training slots for youth in 1902.36

o JTIPA serves only llt of youth nationally."
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o The City has initiced five job training programs for teen
mothers reaching approximately 150 teens.

o In august of 1914, when it seemed the U.S. was in,in economic
upswing, 411,000 New Yorkers could not find work.

o Since 1977, newly created jobs in New York City have Win
largely in the skilled, educated white collar sector.

o Sit of New York City jobs go to non-city residents.

o The unemployed break down into two distinct groups--the
structurally unemployed and the dislocated worker--each
with different needs.

o The constantly changing nature of the workplace demands a
systematic upgrading of skills which is not now available.

o Given current trends, female headed households and minority
youth are not likely to benefit from our economic growth.

o Overall, the City's employpant picture has worsened relative to
that of the entire nation.

RECOMENDATIONS:

131201C1120111

1. We endorse the findings of the Full Access and Rights to
EducatiAla Coalition, November 1954, that the Board of
Education implement a long range, comprehensive plan for
desegregating the 'male' vocational schools and programs and
for eliminating sex discrimination, bias and stereotyping in
the areas of across, recrvitment, admissions, treatment,
facilities and services.'"

2. We support the Council President's recommendation of funding
for additional drop-out prevention services and urge that
efforts be made to encourage teen parents to remain in
school.**

* See
Etaxgagraze and Snort of the New York Rearing on the Crisis
inEN2112141wititl" for fuller recommendations on the changes
needed in the public school system.

COST: $25 million

" See Section VIII--Ta-n 1-Legnancy and Parenting, Recommendations.
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3. The Mayor has allocated $7.3 million for literacy programs.
In order to improve on this initiative the $31 per hour
clumps: fee should be emoted out so that expenses like
administration, transportation and classroom space are
included. Also, the program must be publicised widely and
sensitively to attract those who need such help the most. As
it stands now, individuals are reluctant to seek help because
a stigma is attached to being illiterate.

4. The City should support neighborhood-based education programs
such as those established by the National Congress of
Neighborhood Women, Malcolm ring College and Solidaridad
Humana: CONY and sun should find ways to fund such progress
because they meet the special educational needs of low income
and working class populations who often feel excluded from
more traditional higher education. They provide ESL and GSD
classes and AA degrees on a fits-time basis and offer the
career and financial counseling and child care which are
essential to keep this population in schoml.".

TrAlnillyAngFADIGE1111t

5. New York State should investigate the Massachusetts education
and training program, 'Choices°, that has employed 13,000 AFDC
mothers since October, 1913. The Department of Welfare, in
conjunction with agencies involved in employment security,
social services and education, has developed a flexible,
successful employment program with essential support services
using WIN funds, and state and private money. women have
gotten employment and AFDC rolls have been lowered.

6. The City should provide additional job training programs
geared particularly to youth and the structurally unemployed.
we should implement the proposal developed for New York State
by Non-Traditional Employment for Women and the proposal
for youth employment of the Coalition for $20 million.

COST: $15 million+

7. The City should institute a New York City resident hiring
plan, modelled on the constitutional Boston Executive Order,
which requires that 50% of all jobs on construction projects
using government money go to city residents, with quotas for
the number of minorities and women hired.

8. The City should initiate 'First Source Hiring Agreements" or
contracts with any employer receiving economic development,
land use or tax abatement assistance, making the city the
'first source' of hires as has been done ficcessfully in
Portland, Oregon and Lynn, Massachusetts.
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rir. ROUSING

There is a-crisis in the availability, quality and affordability
of housing is lew York City that affects people in almost every
income category. Those hit the hardest are low and moderate income
people many of whom are teen mothers, female heads of household or
elderly women--those most affected by the 'feminization of poverty°.

BACKGROUND OK THR PROWL= IN MIDI YORK CITY:

o As of Jaunty, 1985, there are 3400 identified homeless
families," primarily women with children, for whom the City
is providing temporary° shelter in hotels at a cost of $60
million for this current fiscal year.

o The City estimates that there are 47,000 familieg doubled and
tripled up in its 175,000 public housing units.'" Many of
these families are teen mothers living with relatives. The
buildings are showing acute signs of wear partly because they
were not built to house this many people.

o It has been estimated that if only 3% of the 47,000 doubled and
tripled up families were forced out on the *twit, the
population of hassles. families would double.

o A state-wide assessment of housing done by the State Division
of Housing and Community Renewalin April 1984 identified a
need for 630,000 low and moderate income housing units in New
York City.

o There is an 18 year waiting list for New York City public
housing.

o The current monthly AFDC shelter allowance for a family of four
is $270. In 1984, the median gross rent for all apartments in
New Yolk City, utilities included was 5330 (up 25% from
1981).

And, according to the Stegman Report H2latirg in New York Cityt
Study of a City 19041

o From 1981 to 1114 the total number of rental units declined by
almost af,000, while owner-occupied units increased by
52,000. (Most female heads of household tent.)

o larger proportion of In Res (city-t)wned) housing units are
headed by women (W) and include children (45%) than in the
City as a whole.'"

o Households headed by women were such more likely to have a high
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rent-inoomerratio than those beaded by males. This discrepancy
was most sienificaat for elderly women. In 1514, a sale under
45 used 24.1% of his intone for rent while a 'mean under 45
used 34.411 nes 65 and eves useds30.3% of their income for rent
whirl...loess owes SS used 311.11.-

Obviously, the housing problem in Mew York City is sa.re. The
problems we faced in the 1370s are greatly exacerbated by the
constant cutback federal housing dollars and the virtual elimination
of all provisions for any new subsidised construction. The City and
the State must act creatively and with determination to provide some
additional and desperately needed affordable units.

GOVIMNPUINT ACTION TO DAUB

Mayor Koch and Governor Cuomo have both recognised the dimensions
of the shortage, and each has began to develop prnposals for
housing. The State has allocated $50 million in its 1355 -16 budget
for low and moderate income housings $1 billion is proposed for
future spending, but has not yet been allocated. The problem with
the City plan is that it is not equitable; 61% of the new units will
be available only to individuals drawn from the 23% of City residents
with incomes between $25,000 and $50,000 a year while households
earning under $15,000 (46% of all New York City households) would
receive only 16% of the new units.

RECOMMENDATIONS:

A comprehensive long tern housing policy targeted to low and
moderate income households is needed for Now York City. A nian
proposed this Spring, titled the Sousing Justice Caspaige",
represents the best first steps toward the development of such
policy. It calls fors

1. Creating 45,000 new, permanently affordable apartments for low
and moderate income people in vacant city-owned buildings
using capital grants of $50,000 per unit, and rehabilitating
another 30,000 badly deteriorated apartments in occupied
city-owned buildings.

2. Expanding housir- :cdo enforcement tr_. prevent further loss of
affordable hous,ng.

3. Protecting tenants' rights to remain in their Loses by
extending and strengthening state rent and lease protecta.on
laws and preventing tenant displacement in co-op conversions.

4. Allocating monetary benefits from developers of all projects
receiving tax and zoning assistance to Housing Trust Fund or
including permanently affordable housing units in such
projects.

6 5 8
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S. Insuring no dimpling:sent of lower income people when new
publicly - subsidised middle income housing is constructed,
confining public subsidies on such projects to tan exempt bond
revenues and real estate tax abatements, and including at
least 20% permanent lower income units in each such
development.

COST: $2.5 billion
(total)

We would also recosmends

6. Combining the AFDC shelter allowance with the AFDC basic
grant.*

7. Enacting a moratorium on SRO conversions through passage of
Intro S304 strengthened to provide replacement of lost units
and better protection for existing tenants.

8. Developing lease contracts with owners of hotels used for the
homeless that gul'eantee rent payments in endinge for cods
enfoscement.

9. Seeking input from women in the design and planning of future
temporary shelters and net. permanent housing for women. Such
planning should include on-site day care.

10. Soliciting proposals from non-profit community groups or
individuals who desire tt build intergenerational housing for
female single heads of household and elderly women.

* See Section V'--AFDC, Recommendations.
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V. AID TO MIMI WITS 01,1313111T MILLAIS

Arm should not be ems as an answer to female poverty. Jobs
must he mailable at adequate rages for roam who want to work.
Quality affordable child care, euployment training and other support
services need to be in place so more moms can work. But there must
also be a sound, humane income maintenance program for women who by
choice, happenstance or nectssity are working only at raising their
children or are working both at home and in the work place but
earning insufficient money to provide for their children.

Unfortunately the public assistance grant in New York grows more
and more deficient each year. even the 198$ legislative adjustment
of 10% is inadequate.

BACKGROUND OF TBS PROBLEM?

o There are more than 900.000 people in New York City who receive
AFDC? one out of every eight persons in the City is an AFDC
recipient.

o About 7S% of public assistance recipients are children. 59

o 91% of Now York City families on AFDC are headed by women with
children? this is 11% higher than the national average.

o The current monthly AFDC grant for a family of 4 is $710--$297
for the basic grant. $270 in shelter allowance and $143 for
food stamps? this will increase only $30 per family per month
and not until 1986.

o The poverty line for a family of four is $850 per month,
leaving an AFDC family 20% below the poverty line.

o Welfare grants have increased approximately 26% between 1970
and 1981 whereas inflation has gone up 120% in that time1period.

BECOMINDATIONS:

The AFDC grant level should be brought up to the poverty line
(which is itself an arbitrary and artifically low figure). In the
interims

1. The State idould 'restore the purchasing power of the welfare
cash grant to the U.S. Bureau of Labor atatistics lower living
budget on which it was based in 1949.6"

2. The AFDC shelter allowance should be incorporated into the
basic grant and adjusted yearly to keep up with rent

inereases.seelfate foal!** ahead be able to negotiate their
own seats.

3. A field -based stody should be initiated. in collaboration with
advocacy grove, to &tellies the real income needs of welfare
recipients in the 19808."
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VI. NAURU& ASO (MILD SULTS CANS

Under theft:Kam Administration, an assault on health care
programs aontinues, hitting low income and near poor people hardest.

EkCEGROtiND OF TES PROSLIIN:

o In New York City the infant mortality rate was 15.3 per 1000
births

sin 1982, higher than the national average of 11.2 per1000.

o New York State , 50th of all states in prenatal care to
women of color.

o 20% of New York City births in 1982 were to women who received
prenatal care late or not at all. In some urban health

66districts the lack of prenatal care was as high as 50%.

o It costs $1,500 on the average nationally to provide complete
prenatal and delivery services while it costs between $1,000
and $1,500 a day kg provide intensive neonatal cars to a
premature infant."'

o 400,000 New Yorkers with incomes below the poverty line have no
Medicaid, Medicare pg private health care insurances 100,000 of
these are children.

GOVERNMENT ACTION TO DATE:

o The New York State Legislature included $7.5 million in its
1985 and 1986 budgea for prenatal care services for pregnant
low income women not eligible for Medicaid.

o The City has allocated $2.5 million to lower the inl!ant
mortality rate.

RECOMMINDATIONS:

Ideally, we need a national health care plan to replace our
current inadequate piecemeal approach. In the interim, we support:

1. Passage of Assemblyman Roger Green's bill to establish a New
York State prenatal care program where every hospital and
health care facility will provide regular free visits for
pregnant women whose, income is 150% or less of the poverty
level.

COST: $20 million
(State funds)
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2. Raising MOdicaid !nose
eligibility levels to the poverty

level over a two year period. Powesty levels have increased

every yeas froa 1970 to 1983 due to inflation. The total

increase has been over 150%. Medicaid levels have increased
about 123% for a family of le only 76% for a family of 4 and

only 14% for a tastily of 7. The larger the family the

more insufficient the coverage available.

COST: $62 ale (fed)

(gg?

3. Implementing the Health and Hospital Corporation's Adolescent
Reproductive Health care policy which seeks to provide
confidential, quality reproductive health care services
(including birth control, sexually transmitted disease
treatment, abortion and prenatal care and delivery) to any
teen seeking such services, regardless of ability to pay.
These adolescent health care services must oe adequately
publicised.
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APPINIATIVI AC/100

especially Jangle of the understate(' of affirmative action by
the ReagaitAdmisistratios's COOOlaalaa on Civil eights we seek to
have the provisions of ter York City tametive Order #50 esbodied in
legislation. Pigmies efforts must be sada to monitor and evaluate
the legislation or the existing executive Oast to ensure maximum
protection against diectiminatim in employment and access to other
services for mess and miaorttics.

RICONSMID&TIOSSt

1. Increase the budget of the nee fork City Commission on Susan
Rights as reaommeaded by the Council President, providing
additional staff to handle a five year backlog of over 1,000
unresolved conplatate and making funds available to expand the
Research Division, establish an Educational Gait and augment
the Lesbian and Gay Anti-DiscrisUation Project.

COSTt $250,000
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VIII. Ttf, FRIDIAMCY AMD PARAMTING

Pregnant teems and teen Mothers deserve special attention because

of the prevalence of poverty in teen parents. Of the three targeted

groups the Women's equity Act addresses. teen parents have the most
needs, covering all nine of the areas in this proposal --pay equity,
child care, education, training, employmant, housing, AFDC, maternal
and child health core, and affirmative action.

BACIGROOND OP TSS PROBLEM

o In 1983 there were 31,923 pregnancies in Mew York City to
females under 20 years old. Of these 18.174 were terminated by
abortion, with 13,749 carried to term.

o Nearly half of the female heads of household on public
assistance today had their first child when they were in their
teens.

o 80% of teen mothers drop out of high school before graduation.

o The infant mortality rate for teen mothers is twice that of
older women.

o A California State Health Department report 98wed a $6.60
saving for every $1 spent on family planning.

GOVERNMENT ACTION TO DATEt

o We applaud the Mayor for establishing an office of teen
pregnancy and funding teen pregnancy networks in the boroughs.

o We applaud Governor Cuomo for setting up a task force on
adolescent pregnancy and including SS million in the 1985
budget for teen pregnancy services.

RECOMMENDATION/is

The recommendations for teen pregnancy and patenting fall into
two categories--prevere'on of the high rate of teen pregnancy and
provision of services that would assist pregnant teens and young
mothers who choose to keep their children.

One approach to prevention comes from the recently issued report
by the Alan Guttmacher Institute that compared the rate of p5egnancy
in the United States to five other industrialized countries. ' It
found an unusually high proportion of birth* to young women in the
U.S. with the highest difference found for 14 year olds. The U.S.
had four times as many pregnancies in that age group as any of the

664



659

-21

*thee S conitsies.
72 Therrepett comandes that it is the lack of

see 'donation combined with kW lack of affordable and accessible
birth antral that keeps U.S., rates on high.

smother appcough to pregnancy preemies, particularly applicable
to mew TarlaCiay, focuses attention cm the appagent inability of the
public school system to educate and train young people coupled with
the high youth unemployment rate. leaving young people with little
hope for a deceit, full future.

UsSOUS7 Provootinns

1. Expand the new Family Life see iducatics curriculum now in use
in nine districts into all city schools and into juvenile
detention centers and prisons. Update the curriculum to
reflect critical cultural/ethnic variations.

2 Upgrade the family planning clinic system to provide free or
low cost contraceptive service') to all teenagers wao want them
and advertise 'that these services are not limited to the

3. Insure that all available services reach adolescents with
limited English and from different cultures.

4. Establish special adolescent health clinics in conjunction
with public schools to provide confident411 contraceptive
services As part of general health care.

5. Provide a aspirate budget line for the individual Borough Teen
Pregnancy Networks to secure Unit work and prevent their
having to compete with other conmunity services for funding.

6. Overhaul the public school system to increaso retc.niou and
provide relevant job training and placement services.

7. Expand support for community-based otgauizations that offer
multiple, supplemental neighborhood-based services.
Historically, such groups have proviied tutoring, career
counseling and job prepatinion assistance of particular help
to high risk adolescents.

8. Improve City employment opportunities to provide some
incentive for teens to remain in school.

Bee Section IIIEducation, Training and Employment,
recommendations.
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T*** NOUMEA:

9. Provide comprehensive prenatal health care.*

10. Provide Child and infant care to teen mothers so thay can
continue in regular high school programs, obtain a GED, secure
training or accept employment.**

11. Offer the opportunity and incentive to teen mothers to finish
high school and/or seek job training by building an open door
policy, Ilex time and day cats into every education and
training program. Specifically, support the WIN and LIPS
(Living for Young Families through Education) programs and
expand they into every high school and more community based
organisations.

12. Develop new progress designed to aid teen fathers with their
education, training and employment.

* sea Section VIMaternal i Child Healtb Care, Revommendations el
and 3.

** See Section II--Child Care, Recommendations.

6



TIES =MT

Elderly women are one of the three groups of women most affected
by the sfemialsatios of poverty*.

SACEOR00E3 Or TES PIOSLEN:

o to flew York City these tie 1 million elderly people, a vast
majority of them :poses.

o 751 of the elderly poor are women. 77

o In 1963, the median income of older households in flew York City
was $2,5442these households were at the °economic margin of
survivals.'"

o A large majority of elderly women's incomes are fired, 41though
annual cost of living adjustments are made in social security.
For elderly women living in or near poverty there is no escapes
thin has serious consequences, both economic and psychological.

RECOMERNDATIONS:

Senior citizens have needs for totter transportation, greater
safety, and more home health care, food service, and short tors
geriatric care, to name just some. Most provers affecting them are
the province of federal and state government, but these jurisdictions
have cut their assistance so the City must increase its advocacy' and
fill in gaps in money and service. We support, for imeediate%action,
measures improving senior access to income, housing, and recreation
and feeding programs, including:

1. Increasing the Supplemental Security Income grant to bring it
up to the poverty level. Currently 300,000 aged, blind and
disabled New Yorkers receive ssr, almost 751 of whoa are
women. The New York State current grant per month is

federal. ELWA T2 i
living alone $325 $60.91 $385.91

living with others $325 $ 6.24 $333.24

living in hsehld $216.67 4 8.24 $224.9181

See flew York City Department for the Aging's 'Pox Tho Record" for
a nose comprehensive list of state legislative recommendatirne.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Since 1974, the Statile proportion of 88! has dropped from 37i
of the total grant to 16%. It should be brougist up to the
poverty line for all three groups in two instullments.

COST* 3145.E min

$222.3 min
(2 yr State cost)

2. 8:tending the Senior Cit:Lan Rent Increase Exemption to senior
citizens living in small buildings with six or few.r units who
now have no rent protection. Owners of these dwelling units
would he coapensated by tax relief.

3. Allocating additional City funds to programs for senior
socialisation, recreation sad meals on wheels.

?..:8A.11AVA Y903 T839
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FINAL NOTE

Our findings in the Economic Equity Act point to the severity of
the situation women and children face in this City in 14E5. Although
times are bad now, we must recognize that they will get worse for
those who are already in great distress unless new government action
is taken.

This Women's Economic Equity Act for New York City is an initial
attempt to propose recommendations that address the growing
phenomenon of female poverty in our City. Affirmative action on any
of these would directly affect the populations ez risk.

The Act will be referred to the City Council's Committee on the
Status of Women for their consideration and for recomendationz which
they can make to the full Council during the current budget process
and in the future.

In addition it is our hop, that women, women's organization',
issue and advocacy groups will become more involved in the
legislative and budget processes at the City level; that they will
demand that thi feminization of poverty in New York City be
addressed; that they will secure adoption of some of these
recommendations; and that, increasingly, they will pursue issuaa in
the context of a women's Economic Equity Act for New York City.
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WOMEN AND POVERTY

Adrienne Lock, a teenage mother with an infant son, has spent the last two months search-
ing for an apartment. Adrienne applied for federally-subsidized housing and was designated 0400
on a long waiting list. Her chanc.s of getting into a public housing project are slim. With a low
vacancy rate and cutbacks In federal money, the waiting period for public housing is now more than
five years. Pint!ng an apartment in a private residential building has been even more diffict.t.
Many landlords either refused to rent to families with chlldren or quoted rents that were unreason-
ably high. In the meantime, Adrienne's temporary residence is a vermin - infested welfare hotel
with Inadequate water and plumbing facilities. Prostitution, illegal drug trafficking, and violent
shies an everyday occurrences at this place. Welfare pays $14 a night for the first person in a
room and $9 for each additional person. Adrienne cannot understand why welfare will pay 5161 a
week (or $644 a month) for temporary shelter that is unsanitary and hazardous but not allocate one
third this amount for permanent decent housing.

Choosing betwem evils, Adrienne finally rented a 2-room apartment for $223 in a slum sec-
tion of the city. Since the maximum shelter allowance for a family of two is $183 a month,
Adrienne must use $42 of her basic grant to pay the rent. The apartment building has numerous
violations, and heat and hot water are not provided on a regular basis. Adrienne co-istantly fears
for her son's safety because the landlord has refused to install protective window guards. With the
paint and plaster chipping in the apartment and the landlord's refusal to do major repairs, the
chances of Adrienne's son getting lead-poisoning are quite high. Until adequate housing allowances
are granted, more low-rent apartments or rent subsidies are made available, and code enforcement
becomes a reality, families like Adrienne's will continue to live in intolerable conditions.

Many elderly women who once lived comfortably on their husbands' salaries must now
scrape by on a meager social security check. This is true for Mrs. Abramisn. Including food
stamps, sae has an income of $3,852 annually or $321 a month. As is the case for most senior
citizens, the n.ajority of her check goes towards rent and utilities. There are no luxuries in MI a.
Abramish's life. She receives 540 a month or $1.33 a i , in food stamps. There are times when she
eats only one meal a day to stretch out her benefits. At 73, with chronic emphysema, Mrs.
Abramish is one out of thousands of poor elderly women living in New York City.

Ms. Harris is a single parent with two children. Her income includes public assistance and
food stamps. Ms. Harris is a full-time student and is looking forward to receiving a B.A. degree in
accounting, in January 1983. She firmly believes that completing her education is the key to secur-
ing future employment opportunities. Getting off welfare and becoming financially independent
are her goals. However, this may be impossible due to new and stricter regulations governing food
stamps, one of which requires educavon grants to be included in determining income eligibility.
This poses a serious dilemma for Ms. Harris. Should she continue her education at the risk of losing
food stamps to feed her children?

Kate Levine is a displaced ho nemaker. She grew up believing in the "Great American
Dream" and that's exactly what she r,, ,t: a successful husband, healthy children, the suburban home,
and regular vacations. Kate's fantasy urned into a nightmare when her husband divorced her, end-
ing her access to middle class America. Kate had spent thirty year catering to the needs of her
family, and sacrificing her own c000rtuneles for growth. Now without viable job skills, she must
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take low-paying clerical positions that have minimal health insurance benefits and no retirement
pensions for future security. Kate can only anticipate becoming one of the mony millions of
Artxican elderly women who are now poor.

Helena Estaba divorced her husband after he nearly killed her. Sus had been a victim of his
physical abuse for about three years. She was awarded custody of their child but forced, over her
vociferous Objections, to allow him visitation rights. When his visits turned into assaults on her,
she refused to let him come to the apartment. In retaliation, he stopped paying alimony and child
support. Now Helena and her daughter are on public assistance. The courts have been unsuccessful
in locating her ex-husband. Helena ts one of 4 million American women awarded child support of
whom only 47 percent are fortunate enough to collect the full amount.

Sophie Ryan was barely able to provide for her three children. She earned S5,625 a year as
a cleric typist and received an additional $44 a month in supplemental welts's. As Reaganomics
spread she was dropped from the welfar rolls. As explained by Mrs. Ryan, "It wasn't losing the
additional income that hurt, but having our Medicaid benefits cut. Now they're gone." The Ryans
and approximately 323,000 other families were affected by changes in regulations and program
guidelines for Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and lost desperately needed health
service benefits. Like the majority of poor working class families, Sophie cannot afford to pay for
such services independently. Without Medicaid, she is forced to deny her children basic primary
health care.

FEMINIZATION OF POVERTY

These are examples of how millions of poor women and children in the United States are

living today. They can be found in virtually every corner of America, in cities, rural areas, and the

suburbs. They face constant economic struggle and hardship. They do not have access to decent

and affordable housing, adequate employment and training opportunities, or necessary child care

services. They are victims of what has commonly become known as the "Feminization of Poverv."

Simply stated, women and children are bearing the burden of being poor in today's society.

More Man at any other time in recent hintory, the poor are likely to be women. Two out of

every three adults living below the established federal poverty level are female. Nearly 75 percent

of all elderly poor are women, and the vast .najority of all poor families are headed by women.

Female-headed families account for 18.8% of all families with children under 18 years of age in the

United States, yet comprise 47% of all poor familles(1). In 1982, 13.5 million of America's children

were poor an increase of more than 1 million in a year(2). Without immediate and effective
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policies directed towards this problem, the population of women and children in poverty will con-

tinue to escalate.

Previous government programs and policies aimed at improving the conditions leading to and

reducing poverty have for the most part benefited families headed by white males. Between 1960

and 1981, their poverty rate declined by 31% and the number of individuals in these families fell

from 20 million to 10.3 milllon(3). Meanwhile, while the poverty rate for families headed by fe-

males decreased by only 20%, the number or. individuals in such households increased by 54%(a).

The growute and disproportionate number of poor women and children prompted the National Ad-

visory Council on Economic Opportunity to predict, in 1980: "All other things being equal, if the

proportion of the poor who are in female-headed families were to increase at the same rate as it

a.... from 1967 to 1977, the poverty population would be composed solely of women and their chil-

dren by the year 200045).

No single phenomenon is the direct cause for the "Feminization of Poverty." It results from a

un,..ase of econor:ic and social factors. Changes in family structure, continuing barriers to em-

ployment, low wee earnings, and the lack of sufficient public support programs have all contri-

buted to the incrcase in the absolute number of women who are poor and the proportion of the poor

who are women. The problem is likely to get worse.

Today, a g eat many programs designed to assist disadvantaged women have come under the

scrutiny of an agnirtistration focused on increased military spending, corporate tax relief, and

private sector investment. They have de-emphasized social programs and government supports by:

eibiunating the Comprehensive Employment Training Act and Vocational Education Act

witch provided jobs and much needed job training;

weakening affirmative action and equal employment opportunity laws by relaxing resu-

lt:ay provisions, curtailing enforcement activities, reducing funds, and appointing

weak or uncommitted officials;
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changing eligibility guidelines and computation of income to reduce or e Aminate bene-

fits for AFDC families (women and children comprise 80% of all AFDC recipients);

alimin..ting public housing stack, raising rents, and reducing subsidies for new construc-

tion and substantial rehabilitation (women head 66% of the families in subsidized

housing);

savaging fuel assistance to low-income households (the majority of which are headed by

women);

restricting access to Social Security payments;

reducing and possibly eliminating Legal Services Corporations, making It substantially

more difficult for poor people and the elderly to obtain legal representation;

cutting aid for education, Medicaid services, child care and nutrition programs.

Despite statistical evidence, policymakers remain oblivious to the growing trend of women

and children' poverty and regularly take r.ctions which exacerbate it. Serious federal, state, and

local intervention is desperately needed if we are to prevent women from remaining disportionately

the victims of poverty. Without such a commitment, women can expect to work at jobs that will

keep them poor, raise children alone and in poverty, and finally join the elderly population of poor

women.

WOMEN'S POVERTY: NEW YORK CITY

Between 1970 and 1980, the number of families in New York City declined by 14%, from

2,043,800 to 1,737,6r0(6). WhUe overall numbers dropped, families maintained by single women

continued to grow. Female-headed households rose dramatically from 356,000 in 1970 to 499,000 in

1980 (from 29 percent to 43 percent of all families with children)17). The number of families

headed by a female increated s ibstantially in every borough. What is even more significant, is the

near doubling of ferule- headed families living in poverty from 108,000 In 1970 to 212,000 in

1980(8). Women headed 77 percent of New York City families living bel.w the paver y level(9).
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The poverty rate for the City's children living in female-headed families rose from 46 percent to 33

way:11410%

New York City serves s a home base for some of the world's major businesses, industries,

and moat Influential citizens. It is the commercial, educational, and cultural capital of the world.

Yet In scaly of all its wealth and power, it is a center of poverty. With an estimate° population of

1.4 million poor persons, most of whom are women and children, poverty is a very real business in

New York City(II).

This report examines poor women and children living in New York City. It specifically looks

at women vho are, whether by choice or circumstance, single parents. To understand the Femini-

zation of Poverty requires an in-depth analysis of marital status and income, employment, govern-

ment support programs, and health and nutrition issues and how they constitute an enormsus im-

pediment to the financial security of women.

This report also makes special reference to the income disparities suffered by older women.

In New York City, nearly half of all women over the age of 63 have incomes below the poverty

level ($3,910 in 1980). The vast majority rely on Social Security. Salary differentials, employment

patterns, and discrimination in younger years and the earlier deaths of their spouses all contribute

to the impoverishment of older women.

Finally, the report offers policy recommendations for assisting poor women and preventing

the growth of women's poverty.

MARITAL STATUS AND POVERTY AMONG WOMEN

For thousands of women, the correlation between marital status and economic security is a

harsh reality. Mothers who do not marry, or women who are separated, divorced, or widowed face

far greater likelihood of financial insecurity than single or married men. At least 85% of all

American women will have to support themselves and their children because of marital disruption

or the death of a spouse. Without a husband present as an Income provider, with inadequate wages
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for themselves, am with virtually no child care services, these women can for the most part expect

to be poor.

Over the last decade the income cilspariues between female households and husband-wife

households have widened. Nationwide, median income for female-headed families grew 115 per-

cent between 1970 and 1911, from $3,093 to 510,960(12). At the same time, median income for

husband-wife families rose from 510,316 to $25,063, an Increase of 13816(13). In New York City

during 1980, the median earnings of female- headed families was $1,130 in comparison to 520,526

for married cogsles(14). With the realization of the huge income disparities between these two

types of families, it is not a surprise that the poverty rate for all female-headed families is three

times greater than for male householders and five times more tA..n for husband-wife families.

In the last several years women and children from middle class backgrounds have increasingly

become the victims of poverty. The number one culprit: separation and divorce. When marital

disruption occurs in families, the usual scenario is that the man becomes single and the woman

becomes a single parent; 90% of all children from divorced parents live with their mothers.

Even if they work women still experience a greater loss of income after marital disruption,

because they have lower salaries. One study showed that within a year after the divorce, a hus-

band's income ose by 42 percent while the wife's droppc4 by 73 percent(13). For women awarded

custody of their children this loss is devastating. Mothers must endure the emotional strain of not

having enough money to i.ey bills and of seeing their children deprived of life's basic necessities.

CHILD SUPPORT

Separated and divorced women with children become poor not only because they have low

wage earnings, but because of their ex-husbands' failure to pay child support. When fathers fad to

meet their child support obligations, they condemn their wives and children to a life of poverty. In

spite of court action granting support to mothers, a large roportion receive absolutely no financial

help whatsoever. Those who do, receive payments far below the assigned amount and at irregular

intervals.
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There are over: million women In the United States with custody of children from an absent

father. Only about half of these women have been awarded child support, and of those only 47

percent collect the full amount due, while 2.1 percent receive partial payments, and 2S percent

receive absolutely nothing from the child's Lathe:40.

For the most Part, support payments are inadequate and are not commensurate with the coats

of raising a child, Today, the average weal payment Is $2,110 - a marginal Increase from 51,800

in 1975. As a result, the vast majority of women maintaining families do so under extreme finan-

cial hardship. Adding these payments to their own wages, which are minimal, single mothers still

find themselves and their families poor. The reality of the situation is that, with or without child

support, most sulk: mothers even if they were middle class when married are financially incapable

of sustaining their families.

Studies have indicated a number of reasons why fathers deny support to their children: abrupt

changes in financial position, less contact with offspr.ng, retaliation at 11111St ex-wives, new family

rospcnsib.Lities. These findings may have some significance. However, a more salient aspect of

this problem concerns the lack of stringent enforcement measures against fathers who fail to pay

child support. This has caused the nonpayment problem to reach epidemic proportions.

The greatest failure of existing child support programs is that they are designed to serve only

women of a particular economic class. For example, in many states the primary objective of child

support enforcement bureaus is to assist In the reduction of welfare costs by locating absent

fathers of AFDC children; they only provide services to welfare mothers. Mothers who have

broken marriages and do not qualify for welfare are left In a defenseless position of having to

secure child support alone. Unable to pay for legal expenses to bring negligent fathers to court,

having job constraints, and without supportive services, separated and divorced women and their

children are that much more likely to be poor.
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Foruinstely for New York City women, the Child Stpport Program here does offer assistance

to both AFDC and non-AFDC families. In 1912, the program collected $17.4 million from 30,000

AFDC fathers and $25 million from 56,000 non-AFDC fathers(in. However, while non-AFDC

mothers are provided with help free of charge and receive the entire collection, AFDC mothers do

not. Any child support payment collected In behalf of a welfare mother is Instead used to offset

welfare costs.

Currently there are no structured methods for awarding, adjusting, and enforcing payments.

Much is eft to the discretion of the judge and other court personnel who are not necessarily

familiar with the financial necessities of raising children. Awards are tarely, it ever, adjusted to

account for inflation. Since sanctions are difficult to impose, fathers have the discretion to pay

whatever and whenever they choose, thus leaving children hostage to inadequate financial support.

Before Congress is a bill called the National Child Enforcement Act. It encourages states to

collect payments through the mandatory withholding of wages. But until this bill and other en-

forcement policies are established and child support standards adopted. marital status will be a

direct factor in creating or intensifying poverty.

CHILD CARE

At no other time in history have we seen such a large scale entry of women into the Ameri-

can labor force. By 1980, 41 million women were working as opposed to 29 million in 1970. In New

York Stale 3.2 million women were working, an 18 percent increase from the 2.7 million In 1970.

More astounding though, is the Increasing number of working women who are mothers. By 1979,

half of all mothers with children under the age of eighteen were working full-time. By 1910, that

figure had uxreased by nearly 10 percent. Participating in the labor force in 1982 weret

-59 percent of mothers with children under the age of 18
-68 percent of single mothors
-56 percent of married mothers

46 percent of mothers with children aged 6-13
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.74 percent of single mothers
-63 percent of married mothers

-30 percent of mothers ,with children under the age of 6
-14 percent *Ingle mothers
-49 percent married mothers

-57 percent of mothers with ..nildren aged 3-5
-63 percent single mothers
-53 percent married mothers

-46 percent of mothers with children under the age of 3
-47 percent of single mother?
.45 percent married mother s%18'.

According to 1930 Census Bureau data for New York City, there were:

.472,591 mothers with children agmi 6-17
-55 percent (or 259,621) were in the Labor force

-393,639 mothers with children unde- age 6
-35 percent (or 136,915) were in the Labor force(19).

The so-called traditional family with a male wage earner and a mother who stays at home to

care for children a no longer the norm. In fact, this describes ont out of every 21 families today.

The majority of America's children are growing up in families where ail parents work.

The growing presence of working mothers in this country has brought about an increased de-

mand for child care services. This demand is especially critical for families with young children,

who in fact, account for the fastest growing segment of wonting mothers. Approximately 9 million

children under the age of six have working mothers. Existing child care facilities throughout the

United States are not nearly enough to accommodate a third of these children. This shortage has

forced many mothers to rely on make-shift arrangements or leave their children alone, unpro-

tected, and totally unsupervised. There are as many as 6 to 7 million "latch-key" children who are

av home caring for themselves while their parents work.

Th3 lack of affordable and quality child care has .ts ovm feedback effect on women's partici-

pation in the labor force. Mothers may be forced to quit their jobs or forgo opportunities for

career advancements because they must re-nam at home to care for their children. Various studies
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concluded that possibly one of every five or six unemployed women is out of work because she can-

not find Gild care. It Ls society that then bears the cost of these women's dependency on public

assistance and other government supported programs for the poor.

THE DAY CARE DILEMNA IN NEW YORK CITY

The day care population In New York City is defined to include children eligible for infant

and alter-school care. In 1912, this population consisted of 1.2 million children aged twelve and

under, who could be divided by age group as follows.

1932
Infants (0-2 years) 2177000
Pre-school (3-5 years) 260,000
School age (6-12 years) 720,000
Total 1,267,000

In New York City, the Agency for Child Development (ACD) Is the largest provider of day

care services. AC!) has contracts with 381 group and fanuiy day cam programs. In 1930, the

active day care population at any given point in time was 42,010. Over the course of the year

approximately 69,000 children were serveo. 90 percent of the cut ldren came from families with a

gross income of less than 513,500(20) and 60 percent of the estimated 35,000 families Jung day

care were headee by working parents, the majority of them single mothers(21).

In order to qualify for publicly-funded day care, parents must satisfy both social and financial

eligibility criteria. In 1982, ACD estimated that about 331,000 children, twelve and under, quali-

fied for public day c,rit(22). These children came from the fnilowing types of families:

1912
Single-parent P.A. families 1 r,-000
Single-parent non-P.A. families 51,000
Two parent non-P.A. families _4_152000
Total 331,000

Of the 331,000 children tligible for day care, ACD assumed that other kinds of care were available

for 139,000 (42 percent) of the childttn(23). This reduced their definition of the pope' :don in need

of care to 192,000. Given ACM service capacity of 69,000, there were - at the best - 123,000

eligible children in the course of a year who did not receive day care services.

6 8 4



679

Day care providers up* that ACD's analysis of the unmet need Is substantially low. The

agency Served 0.000 children only because of turnover due to families relocating, losing eligibility,

or making other care arrangements. Since the budgeted capacity of all ACD funded child care pro-

grams is 40,300, it should be noted that at least 132,000 eligible children are denied service at any

given point In time(24). Not only does the need for day care exceed the system's capacity as ACD

aciovs Ages; but, in reality, the unmet need Is two to three times greater than the agency admits.

Furthermore, the alternative modes of services available for children a. need may not neces-

sarily be safe or controlled. As one study revealed, l9 percent of all families in New York City

who lost day, care services left their children unattended for all or part of the ctay(23).

The reduction in federal funds for social service programs has effected the city's ability to

increase day care services. in FY 1982 Title XX, the major funding source for day care was re-

placed with the Social Services Block Grant. Congress then reduced the block grant by 21 percent

from $3.l billion to $2.4 billion and eliminated the $200 million specifically earmarked for child

care(26). As a result of the reduction in federal aid to the state, New York City lost $22 million in

Title XX funds. To absorb this loss, the city allocated $13.4 million from its reserve fund for day

care(27). The state tightened eligibility standards and increased fees, making day care less avail-

able.

Between 1981 and the fall of 1983 because of federal and state changes, New York City lost

1,700 day care slots from 42,507 to 4i,207(28). Approximately 1,170 children left the publicly

funded day care system and 3,000 more families were charged for day care(29).

As the number of working mothers increases so will the demand for day care programs.

Mothers eager to maintain or improve the family's standard of living, and faced with high costs and

persistent Inflation, will not remain at home to care for young children but will move into the work

force.
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Thar* is little hope that the federal administration will respond to this problem. Our govern-

ment Is in fact proposing additional cuts in funding. Child care along with other social programs

twit low in the priorities of our present administration, placing us behind most European nations

that have sophisticated family and child care policies.

AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN

Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) Is the major income support or "welfare"

program available to poor families in the United States. Under AFDC, needy families who meet

income eligibllity criteria receive cash grants to cover the costs of food, shelter, clothing, ano

other essential items. Approximately 10.E minion individuals receive AFDC benefits, of rich 7.2

million are children("). Elahty percent of the 3.4 million AFDC families are headed by

women(31).

AFDC is a federal program administered by the state and in some cases, local government.

Program costs are shared by two or three levels of government. In New York City, AFDC receives

half of its funding from the federal government, and the state and city each provide 25 percent.

Within federal guidelines, states have considerable authority for the design and operation of the

AFDC program. Each state determines its own "standard of need" for eligibility purposes and sets

its own welfare benefits. States are not required to provide welfare payments equal to their own

standard if need or the federal poverty threshold.

The AFDC program Is explicitly aimed at protecting poor children whose parents are unable

to support them financially . AFDC benefits are suvose to help a family maintain a decent stan-

dard of living. However, the program is having a minimum affect on improving the living condi-

tions of needy families because its payments are intolerably iow, failing in every state to realize

even a minimum level of adequacy. In 19E3, the average disposable income of AFDC families was

approximately 72 percent of the official poverty level(32). In no states were the combined benefits

of AFDC, food stamps, and energy assistance enough to bring a family up to the poverty level(33).
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AFDC -Nee YORK C17/

There are about 1.2 million New Yorkers dependent on some form of direct public support.

Of this number, approximately 300,000 are receiving public assistance under the Aid to Families

with Dependent Children Program. 3ust over 10 perce6t of the city's population are AFDC recipi-

ents. The folios/1r* data highlight the characteristics of AFDC recipients In New York City(4):

FAMILY TYPE

91% of the families that receive AFDC support are headed by women. The AFDC caseload
in New York City contains a much higher concentration of female-headed households than
does the AFDC caseload nationwide (80%).

Less than 1% of the single parent families headed by men in New York City receive AFDC,
as do 4.6% of the husband-wife families. An astounding 62% of New Yogic City's female-
headed households recast AFDC benefits.

39% of the AFDC families are Black, 33.6% are hispanic, and 13.4% are white.

WORK EXPERIENCE OF MOTHERS

5.7% of the households receiving AFDC benefits contain a working mother.

MARITAL STATUS AND ELIGIBILITY

In 41.4% of the AFDC households the mother and father of a child never married.

In 30% of the AFDC households the father deserto.d ' 4 family.

In 4.8% of the AFDC households the mother and father divorced.

In 2.4% of the AFDC households the mother and father were legally separated.

In 2.1% of the AFDC households the father was deceased.

NUMBER OF CHILDREN IN AFDC HOUSEHOLDS

371,000 children live in families receiving AFDC benefits. This is about 1 out of every 4
children in New York City.

311.2% of all AFDC households have one child.

28.1% of all AFDC households have two children.

16.2% of all AFDC households have three children.

16.8% of all AFDC households have four or more children.
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AGE Of CHILDREN

50% of all AFDC children are under the age of six.

CHILD SUPPORT

Only 13% of the AFDC families headed by women receive child support from fathers.

WELFARE D1PENDENCY

Nolic assistance Is not a permanent way of life for all welfare families. Measures of wel-
fare dependency indicate that public assistance is a temporary source of income for most
recipients. The average length of time any family remains dependent on AFDC Is 2.6
years.

RetPing on public assistance can be a frustrating experience for women and their children.

When reporting to income maintsnance centers, applicants and recipients must wait hours before

their case is called. If their case is not reviewed, families must return on another day. For work-

ing AFDC mothers this means a substantial loss of Income from missing hours at the job. Many

families have been left without money for food, clothing, and shelter because of unnecessary delays

in processing applications or because their case had been incorrectly terminated. No matter how

long a welfare department takes in processing applications or determining eligibiLty, families are

not entitled to retroactive benefits.

For a family of four the AFDC allowance for all needs except rent is $311 a month. Since

the majority of the city's welfare cases contain three or less members, most AFDC families re-

ceive a monthly allowance of less than $311. While welfare grants have increased by approxi-

mately 26 percent between 1970 and 1982, the prices of goods and services have gone up over 120

percent. A welfare family has about half the purchasing power today that it had in 1970.

In summation, the current level of welfare benefits do not provide enough income for poor

women and their children. The value of the welfare grant has been significantly eroded by inflation

in all areas. Unlike Social Security benefits, AFDC grants are not automatically adjusted for in-

crease si the cost of living. These grants can only be changed by legislative ruling. Given the

current political Impetus to shortchange vital social programs, increases in either the AFDC pro-

gram Of other income Support programs are unlikely to happen.
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The outlook for poor fiurillies In New York City is bleak. Already 27,000 poor children have

lost their eligibility for AFDC and many more thousands have had their benefits reduced die to the

Reagan budget cuts. Income support programs are being dismantled at a time when an ever in-

creasing number of families are In need. The primary victims of these brutal attacks will again be

women and children.

A visible flaw In the AFDC program which wrecks havoc with poor families concerns the

shelter allowance. In New York City, the maximum AFDC shelter allowance for a family of four is

5218 a month. While the cost of rental housing In the city has nearly doubled in the last eight

years, shei.er allowances have remained the same. This has caused more and more AFDC recipi-

ents to use part of their basic cash grant to help pay the rent. In 1977, 30 percent of all AFDC

households had rents at or above the allowance. By 1980, this figure had climbed to 37 percent(33).

AFDC families with rents exceeding the maximum housing allowance end up foregoing other basic

necessities Just to pay for shelter, or fail to meet their rent bills in full, creating serious legal

problems down the road.

Unrealistically low shelter allowances also traps pour families in substandard housing. These

families have a difficult time locating housing with rents that meet the shelter allowances. Even if

they do manage to find an affordable apartment, they will not always be able to afford moving

expenses or the security deposit. This forces poor families to remain in deteriorated apartment

buildings many of which have substantial number of code violations or fail to provide essential

building services. Some families are paying high rents to live in apartments without heat or secur-

ity protection or with lead paint chips on the floor - all at direct risk to their families.

Every year approximately 6,000 New York City families who have lost their homes due to

fires, vacate orders, or eviction become homeless and destitute. Most of these homeless families

are women and children who are AFDC recipients. Because most of the traditional supports soup

kitchens, missions, and shelters, were built primarily for men women have an exceedingly
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difficult time finding suitable and adequate shelter. Their Plight Is made all the worse because

there are not enough shelter facilities to accommodate homeless women and cnddren.

The struggle of homeless families has primarily come to the fore due to the widespread in-

terest and stsrport of the city's various advocacy and nonprofit groups. While these organizations

have embarked on a well-publicized campaign to aid homeless families, the city has been slow In

formulating policies for the homeless. The minute steps the city has taken to date do not represent

a real commitment to improving conditions for homeless families over the long run.

Due to the severe shortage of shelter facilities, city agencies rely on rundown hotels to

"temporarily" house homeless families. More than 75 percent of the homeless families seeking

emergency shelter are transferred to what are often called "welfare hotels." The conditions of

these facilities are horrendous. Even with the existence of state regulations, a legal order, and

city impaction teams, most hotels fail to comply with the minimum of standards. They often have

faulty plumbing systems, and inadequate food storage facilities, lack essential fire prevention de-

vices, and have limited provisions for ensuring th.) safety and security of their residents. Most, if

not all, have serious roach and mice infestation problems.

Today homeless families are staying In welfare hoteli for longer and longer periods of time.

The most salient factor affecting the transition of homeless families with children into permanent

housing is the critical shortage of low-income housing. The unavailability of affordable housing is

not only a problem for welfare mothers but for all mothers raising thee: children alone. The in-

come of a single mother whether she works and/or receives AFDC, is not enough to secure a deceni

apartment in New York City. Also compounding the problem is that single women with children

are too often discriminated against in housing -- particularly in the rental housing market. A re-

cent survey by the New York City Commission on Human Rights of real estate agents showed that

59 percent of them served landlords that either had some restrictions or outright prohibitions

against children06). Although New York laws prohibit this practice, many landlords deny
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apartments to persons with children In the household. Until New York City revises Its legislation,

tightens eittercernerit measures, and Imposes harsher penalties against perpetrators of housing dis-

crimination. poor famines will continue to be victimized by unscrupulous landlords.

EZIMIMIIMIC&PROGRAM

With today's inflated food prices and their limited income, many 7ornen simply cannot afford

to feed their children properly unless federal food programs provide assistance. These programs

have benefited millions of low-income persons in New York City by sugurnanting their food pur-

chasing ability.

Not Ally have food programs enabled the poor to feed themselves, but they have been highly

effective in reducing a number of adverse health problems that occur from inadequate nutrition.

Used as a form of preventive medicine they have played a major role In this country's efforts to

abolish widespread hunger, and curtail disease.

Today however, the policies of the administration threaten to undo America's past achieve-

menu in eradicating hunger. Massive cuts in funding for food programs, new eligibility restric-

tions, and across-the-board reductions in individual household benefits have left millions of families

without food aid and at nutritional risk. Calls to local agencies concerning request for emergency

food have increased dramaticatt. Soup kitchen and food bank participation has swelled to record

numbers. People are being turned away hungry because there Is not enough food to give away. And

no longer are these facilities provinces only for unemployed and destitute men; an alarming number

of women and children are present in every service center.

More people are hungry today because their access to food has been cut off by an uncon-

cerned government whose interests lie in making the rich richer at the expense of having the poor

suffer even more. While the numbers grow, the Reagan administration repeatedly denies that their

fiscal policies and toughening of food program rules have any connection with the prevailing hunger

crisis In America. In fact they question whether hunger Is even a "real and significant" problem.

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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HUNGER TOLL ON THE RISE - NEW YORK CM

A substantial number of New Yorkers rely on food programs for help. The Food Stamp pro-

gram which provides coupons as a supplement to help low-Income families purchase adequate foods,

serves about I million people. Over half of these recipients are children and the vast majority of

food stamp households are headed by single mothers or elderly women living alone.

The Special Supplemental Food Program for Women, infants, and Children (WIC) provides high

protein foods, nutrition counselling, and health care services to low income women and children

determined to be at a nutritional risk. In New York City, WIC serves about 113,217 pregnant and

lactating women, infants, and children under the age of five.

Approximately 71,900 New York City children receive meals while attending child care cen-

ters through the Child Care Feeding Program (CCFP). Under the auspices of CCFP, licensed non-

profit child care institutions are reimbursed by the federal government for providing meals to chil-

dren. Children receive these meals for free or at reduced or full price depending upon their

family's size and income. In addition, tens of thousands of low income children are also provided

with meals through the School Lunch Program and Summer Feeding Program.

Budget cuts and more restrictive eligibility requirements for food aid programs have taken a

heavy toll on thousands of poor families in New York City. During the last two years some 60,000

families became ineligible for food stamps and lost badly needed benefits. %iany more thousands

have had their food stamp benefits reduced. And even for those who do receive stamps, the

amount is wholly inadequate, especially when measured against high food costs Lt this city. The

New York City Department of Consumer Affairs reported in January of 19E4, that the cost of

feeding a family of four had reached $113.33 a week (or approximately $454 a mont1437). If that

size family were entitled to food stamps they would receive a maximum coupon allowance of $232

a month. Not much can be bought for $1.30 In today's grocery store. But this is the benefit per

day that the average food stamp recipient receives.

3.1ZA.HAVA Y4100 me
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With the decisive support of Congreu, WIC wsa the only federal food program in FY 1982

that avoided cuts in funding. The Reagan administration's 1983 proposal to terminate WIC and fold

It Into the Maternal and Child Health Block Grant was also defeated,

Although WIC has remained Intact, funding levels are , s insufficient that services cannot be

provided to al; those In need. In New York City only a third of the 327,000 potentially eligible

women and children actually participate In the WIC program. Almost evert city program has a

long waiting list as d can only serve those families deemed critically undernourished or ill. Con-

sequently, in the poorest areas of New York City, where WIC Is Inadequately available, low birth

weights and Infant mortality rates have increased significantly. This Is becausepoor pregnant

women receive little or no prenatal care or get such care but without needed nutritional supple-

ments.

WIC has proven to be highly effective In reducing a vast number of diseases and health prob-

lems, especially among low-income women and their children. Studies by public health depart-

ments, universities, and medical research facilities have found that the program caused a reduction

in incidence of anemia, infant mortality, and low birth weights. Indirectly, it also has had an im-

pact on preventing other diseases. For example, low birth weight, which is the eighth leading cause

of death among children in the United States, is also tied to increased incidence of mental retarda-

tion and physical disabilities. Overall. WIC has enabled its beneficiaries to improve their general

health status by providing nutritious foods for adequate diets, access to health care, and education

on proper nutritional habits.

Clearly, there is an urgent need for more funding so that the full population of eligible

women and children can participate In WIC. Until our government realizes the value of this pro-

gram, families denied access to the WIC program will continue to have serious illnesses aggravated

by inadequate nutrition. In the end, it Is our city and the taxpayers who will lose. They will have

to pay for the medical costs for children who are born disabled. who are sick, who become totally
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dependent upon public asshtance because Isry cannot work all 'wads might have been prevented

had their mothers received the proper prenatal care and nutrition.

Cutbadcs in the CCFP have particularly hampered the food service operations of child care

groups. The federal government will now only pay for two meals and one :neck a day as opposed to

three meals and two snacks prior to budget cuts. Forced to absorb these cuts and with their desire

to maintain quality meals, many centers have had to raise their child care fees and charge more for

meals.

Many of the families who rely on day care and qualify fe. CCFP are low-income. With al-

ready tight budgets, the extra expense of having to pay more for child care services and meats is an

additional strain. For those parents who altogether cannot make this financial obligation It means

their children mist go without eating or receive an inadequate balance of meals.

It i3 poor women and children who are bearing the burden of this administration's attack on

federal food programs as well as other income supports. Denied access to these programs pushes

women further into total dependency and poverty, and undermines their ability to care for their

families. The health status of poor women is already in Jeopardy; not having adequate food threa-

tens it further. Their children suffer too. lll-fed ano constantly hungry, they are ?none to sickness

and thsease. Hunger prevents them from concentrating in school and may generate anti-yodel

behavior. Children who do not learn will have difficulty in becoming produc.ive member n et.r

society.

Clearly, if we care about their future and the future of this country, there must be a compre-

hensive effort to ensure that women and children have access to food. No one should have to go

hungry in the richest country in the world. There is time to reverse the ever-growing hunger prob-

lem in America, but to do so will require a greater effort by federal, state, and 'ace/ governments.

WOMEN AND WORK

Although women have made acme significant gains in the labor force, their over all position in

the labor market remains relatively unfavorable. Eighty percent are segregated in low-paying
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clerical, sales, service and factory jobs. These traditionally female jobs, when measured against

men's jobs of equivalent sidU and training, us greatly undervalued. They provide limited benefits

and few opportunities for career advancement.

In addition, job structures are not compatible with marri women's life circumstances. They

are subject to requirements for overtime and find that work policies emphasizing family responsi-

bilities, Including flexible hours, juts sharing, and leaves of absence, are rarely available. As a re-

sult, they must often leave the work cycle for periods of time, which makes their job advancements

prospects that muck worse. Finally, the role of discrimination continues to be a dominant factor in

the Ameri4an labor market where women are often excluded from high paying jobs and promotions

rely because of their sex.

THE WAGE GAP

Although women have entered the job market in record numbers, they still continue to earn

far less than men. Today women earn 62 cents to every dollar a man earns - down from nearly 64

cents in 1933. For minority women the situation is far worse. Black women earn 54 cents and

Hispanic women earn 50 cents for every dollar earned by men in this country(38).

In 1910, the median earnings of all fully employed men were 516,910 as compared to 511,217

for all women. Median earnings for white, black, and hispanic women were 511,413, 510,609, and

59,769 respectively. While 31.2 percent of men had earnings below 515,000, 73 percent of women

had jobs paying this amount. Even more startling, although 46.5 percent of men worked at jobs

paying $20,000 and above, a mere 9.6 percent of women workers earned this much091.

The mass media description of the high powered woman executive with a six figure income

should not be confused with the reality of the situation. This woman is a minority within a minor-

ity. Most females work at jobs paying between 57,000 and 515,000.

What contributes most to the huge income disparities between men and women is occu-

pational segregation. Women are concentrated in low paying occupations and In the lower status
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Jobs in the higher paying occupational fields. These jobs have traditionally been under-paid simply

because they have been held by women. Employers 'believed" women's jobs were riot worth as

much as the jobs that men did. They thought women as secondary earners in families did not need

as much money as men and they paid them accordingly. This practice has continued even In the

face of some laws designed to provide relief.

Given the wage inequities It Is clear that merely by getting jobs women will not escape

poverty. Recent studies show that millions of women endure economic hardship ,cad are poor In

spite of their work efforts. More than 23 percent of all working mothers who had families with

children still have Incomes below the official poverty level.

COMPARABLE WORTH

Despite the 1963 Equal Pay Act and Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964, both of which

bar discrimination in wages, women as a group have made virtually no progress in closlog their

historically wide pay gap. The male-female earnings differential continues to plague women at all

job levels in both the public and private sector. A recent study of New York City municipal em-

ployees showed that more than 90 percent of city female workers were concentrated in tradition-

ally female occupations. These women also received significantly lower salaries than men who per-

formed similar types of jobs or lobs requiring the same amount of skill, effort, and training.

Because given this job segregation, providing women "equal pay for equal work" has not

brought women's wages Into line with their male counterparts, a drive has begun to emerge. The

call is for the re-evaluation of jobs held primarily by women on the basis of job tasks rather than

job title. Today, employers AtstablIsh their wage systems based upon the prevailing rate that exists

in other similar work environments, meaning they pay according to what others are paying. Since

most companies already pay considerably less for Jobs held primarily by females, this method has

only served to perpetuate the low wages of women. Comparable worth or pay equity programs

would eliminate this discriminatory practice by using such fectors as skill, effort, responsibility,

education and work conditions as the common criteria for deciding a job's value.
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The concept of comparable worth is Increasingly becoming the issue of the SCI's as more and

more women enter the job market and find that existing employment barriers continue to prevent

them from gaining economic self-eufficiency. c:ittiparable worth promises to offer some desper-

ately needed solutions for ensuring their economic survival and curtailing the growth of women's

poverty.

OLDER WOMEN IN NEW YORK CITY

There are approximately 1 million elderly persons In New York City, of whom the vast major.

ity are women. Elderly women 62 and over outnumber their male counterparts by three to two and

the ratio Increases among the oldest age groups. The aging process can be particularly difficult for

our City's older women. Living longer than men, these women are more ilicely to be widowed,

physically disabled. socially Isolated, and predominantly poor.

Poverty Is a serious problem for elderly women. Their economic deprivation offers further

proof of the "Feminization of Poverty" in New York City. More than half of New York City's

elderly poor are women. They suffer severe financial hardships, finding It difficult if not impoes-

ible to cover the costs of food, clothing, tont, transportation, medical care, and drugs. A growing

number are found to be in poor pnvsical and mentrki health 'and without the means to care for them-

selves.

Older women are economically disadvantaged because they have not been adequately corn-

t.ensated for the contributions made in their younger days. Women's work. whether In the home ac

workplace, has traditionally been undervalued by our society. In the long run this continuing eco-

nomic injustice leads to the appalling financial position of women In their older years.

PENSION SYSTEMS AND SOCIAL SECURITY

The major sources of income for older Americans are pensions and Social Security. Under

both of these retirement income systems older women fair poorly. The primary reason is that

these benefits are linked to the employment system - tr! wages earned and years spent In the work-
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force. Given the undervaluation of women's work. their benefits in their later Years are naturally

less.

Eighty percent of the women In this country who hold paying jobs are not covered by pension

plans, a situation that is only true for 31 percent of working men. Women's exclusion from this

source of retirement income derives from the narrow range of low paying occupations in which

they continue to be concentrated. Penton plans favor long-tem, high-paid employees, mit of

whom are men.

In addition, pension plans are designed so that they penalize women trying to combine careers

and motherhood. They deny women retirement credits during maternity leave and restrict their

vesting rights.

The private pension system in this country can be cruelly unfair to women who elect careers

as housewives. This is even more so for women whose husbands die before retirement or whose

marriages end in divorce. Many private pension plans lack early death provisions to provide sor--..

benefits to protect widows. '.lane do not require a second signature to prevent a husband from

signing away his wife's right to survivor benefits. Pension rights are rarely considered as divisible

family property i.i divorce cases. Denied access to pension benefits, many older women are forced

back into the Job market only .o face the burden of double discrimination - age and sex.

Because they are unable to secure pensions, most elderly women - more than 60 percent -

must rely on Social Security. Yet, although more women subset on Social Security than men, they

receive a s.nalkr share of the income. In 1982, the average monthly Social Security benefit for

women was 5301, compared to ,430 for men(40).

The structure of the Social Security system assures that women receive less than mei. For

example, full-time homemakers receive no Social Security credits for their years of important and

productive work. Married women who work often forfeit their own benefits upon learning they can

receive more benefits as a dependent on their husband's account. This is partly because of the
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lower salaries women generally receive and because the years absent from the workforce to rear

children are averaged Into their earnings history as zero earning years.

Divorced women face additional problems. If the marriage lasted less than 10 years, they

receive no benefits from their ex-husband's Social Security. If the marriage continued after the 10

year period, benefits cannot be paid before the divorced husband reaches 62 and only if he elects to

retire. And even then the wife receives only 30 percent of her ex-husband's entitlement.

A widow receives benefits according to wages earned by her spouse at the time of his death.

If she is neither disabled or caring for young children, then she must wait until age 60 to receive his

Social Security.

Social Security benefit plans are wholly unfair to women a_ 1 fail to safeguard the economic

rights of older women. These systems are based on the idea that every woman has a man caring for

her and that families have two adults, only one of whom - the man - is the breadwinner. Times

have changed. The dynamics of today's families have changed and no longer reflect those prevalent

fifty years ago. The outdated policies of the Social Security system have failed to respond to these

societal changes. As a result they contribute to poverty among women.

Clearly there is a crucial need to restrutaure the Social Security program so that aged women

are not penalized for changes in marital customs and work patterns. Without immediate reforms

women can expect to live lives of e-sAsomic insecurity.

CONCLUSION

The present administrator has embarked on a crusade to dump the poor, to throw them over-

board, while the rich, who can swim, are given life gaskets.

They argue that poor individuals and families must suffer cutbacks in suppo.~:11.-0taMS be-

cause these programs are a major cause of runaway spending and government deficits. Inflation,

high unemployment, and the evervowLy federal deficit are all attributed to poor people's ex-

cessive reliance on social programs. Furthermore, the administration alleges that these social
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Programs are plagued with widespread fraud and abuse, citing this as another cause of government

over-spendIng and another reason for imposing cuts.

Americans must cone to grips with the implications of these attitudes and pblicies. When

the President and his favorite allies the Moral Majority, conservative think tank groups, and neo-

liberals talk about preserving the family, they do not mean poor families or families maintained

solely by women. They mean only those families that can survive without government assistance.

Their arguments must be refuted. The vast bulk of all social program recipients are poor

children. Is it these children that are cheating our government?

The poor are not the cause of our country's ills, nor are they cheating the rest of us. They

are, most often, potentially productive citizens, eager not to bo shut off of access to mainstream

America. Often thay get less from government than do those who are the benficiaries of govern-

ment tax breaks, cowacts, grants, and price supports, although, those who receive "welfare" in

these forms do not suffer the same vicious and negative stigmas as the poor.

We need to restore funding for programs being cut and to build beyond these programs toward

new positions that reflect the needs of today's women.

While existing social programs have provided some relief, they have, for the most part,

offered nu real opportunities for women to achieve economic parity with men. This is because they

are still very much based on family values that are no longer in force. The" have not taken into

consideration wanting roles of women in society or the circumstanci.s that have caused women

to become principal providers in dull. households. As a result, these policies and Proframs, eean it

adequately funded, penalize women for their diverse lifestyles.

We need to develop and adopt a comprehensive and progressive agenda for families as they

currently exist. It should address zenuine family problems such as child care, domestic violence,

economic dislocation, wage Inequity, the needs of simle parents and the special problems of elderly

women. fupport for this platform should be built from a broad base of individuals and organiza-

tions.
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he past, wortna's advocacy vows and women Influential in the political arena have pro-

moted policies that represent the Interests of some women. Many times, however, the gains de-

rived through these efforts have benefited only an elite group of females. In order for all women

to &Neve economic and social Justice it Is imperative that a broader agenda be advanced one

that includes the issues and problems affecting disadvantaged women. The best organized and

politically abic women must advocate for all women and Involve other women In these efforts.

The population of poor women and children in New York City continues to grow at a frighten-

ing rate. In responding to the problem, the City has relied on short-term solutions which have done

little to stimulate better social and economic conditions for its poor families. If anything, these

marginal approaches have proven to be costly and highly Ineffective and in fact have perpetuated

the conditions they were designed to relieve. In some Instances, they have further endangered the

lives of poor women and their children and eroded their family's self-respect and confidence.

The City can no longer justify its actions by placing the blame totally on the budgetary con-

straints of federal and state government. Nor can they use this as an excuse for not taking the

lead in developing policies and programs that will have a positive impact on poor families.

In the past this City has proven to be a capable ,eader in such fields as the arts, finance, and

industry. Given sufficient political will and commitment, the City is capable of providing novel

and workable solutions to the problem of poverty which other localities, states, and the federal

government can follow. With this in mind, we offs the following policy recommendations as ways

In which this City can make a significant impact on women's poverty and contribute to improving

the quality of life for poor women and their families.

POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS

M13111=1111

1. The City should conduct a "Comparable Worth" or "Pay Equity" study of Its wage and Job

classification systems. Such a study will be an ism on the bargaining table during this
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year's labor negotiations between the City and Its largest union, D.C. 37. It should be

approve&

2. A resolution should be passed by the Council urging the private sector to engage in similar

pay equity studies and promote fair wages for women.

3. In addition, the City should promote the removal of barriers to high paying jobs In munici-

pal agencies traditionally closed to women and seek stricter enforcement of affirmative

action laws and laws against sex discrimination in both the public and private sector.

4. Part of what leads to occupational segregation Is sax-stereotyping. This can be changed

by:

a. Promoting non-sexist counselling in the public school system;

b. Monitoring all public eduction programs, particularly vocational programs for

increased sex equity;

c. Developing advertising campaigns that feature women In non-traditional jobs.

5. The City should provide more non-traditional job training opportunities and programs for

women. Both new and existing programs should receive a larger share of employment

training funds and help develop real opportunities for women to secure employment in

non-traditional areas.

6. Jobs can bs created in New York, as in other cities, if we require corporations to create

specific job training and employment opportunities in exchange for zoning variances, tax

abatements, low cost loans, and other types of assistance.

Child Care

I. The City's day care programs are vulnerable to attack because the federal government

which provides their funding Is currently cuttln back its support. The City must develop

a funding base for day care that Is separate from and an addition to Title XX and WA

money. Additional funding can be secured by using Board of Education money to fund
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all-day kindergarten in day care centers. This would free Title XX money for day are for

43. significant number of additional eligible younger children.

Z. Day are programs can be expanded by encouraging private employers to operate or spon-

sor on-site day care centers, to Include child cart spaces In new or renovated construc-

tions, and to sibsidizt employee day care In other facilities.

3. The Emergency lobs Act (P.L. WO will bring In over $13 million to New York State.

This money was allocated with the intention that It be used for expanding the availability

of social services, particularly day care. In planning its use, the City should assign a high

priority to providing additional day care slots.

4. Access to day are can be increased by decentralizing the Intake ,orocess. Requiring

families to travel to the Agency's Resource Areas is a burden on poor and working

families who cannot adord the added expense of transportation's the loss of income from

missing hours at the job. Resource Areas should be established at day care sites and open

before and after normal working hours.

lizsins
7

1. Encourage the release of city-owned buildings to Community -based non- profit groups to

rehabilitate and operate as permanent low-income and moderate income housing and as

temporary facilities for homeless families.

2. Provide 3-31 tax Incentives, loans, and grants to non-profit agencies that will develop

moderate cost family housing.

3. Pass and enforce legislation against landlords who deny housing to families with children

and against real estate brokers who refuse to show rental housing to families.

4. Encourage HPO to solicit proposals for and help fund collective housing arrangements

similar to those currently favored In European countries. This new type of housing would

be low-Income with shared facilities, private sleeping quarters and collective child are
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spaces, and available for single mothers and elderly women to live together. The new

housing should facilitate a network of shared child rearing responsibilities and supportive

services be the elderly.

Nutrition and Health

1. Encourage the development of on-site primary health care units in housing projects and

complexes in high density poverty areas to promote greater accessibility to health care

for the poor.

2. Create an official food policy office in a municipal agency responsible for:

a) Analyzing and reporting on the impact of federal policies on food programs and

on the extent of hunger in the City;

b) Disseminating information about the availability of food programs and emer-

gency food aid services;

c) Supporting and coordinating the ongoing efforts of food groups and food pro-

grams, and helping to build a larger political coalition on food issues.
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Appendix A

SUIRMlitY of Pertinint Statlan

The followlri summery highlights the major legislative issues introduced in the City

Council that affect women. The bill's number and primary sponsor are included along with the

committee to which the proposed legislation has been referred. All of these bills are pending

approval by our local legislative body. Their passege will require a great deal of support. Your

Input can make a difference. We urge you to contact the primary sponsor and the committee

chairperson. Request that the committee hold hearings and encourage your district council

representative to support these bills.
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General Welfare Committee-Chair: Horwitz

kit. No. 1 Bellamy (By requests of the Mayor and Comptroller? Amends the
administrative code to prohibit discrimination based on a person's
sexual orientation.

Int. No. 33 Friedlander et d Prohibits discrimination in employment because
of age. Amends current law to specifically outlaw discrimination
against persons i3 years of age and older. (Similar bill recently
enacted by New York State).

kit. No. 121 Greitzer and Stern Prohibits discrimination on the basis of sex with
regard to membership in any business or professional organization.
group or association.

Int. No. 513 Bellamy (BY request of the Mayor). Redefines a public accommoda-
tion to include private groups with over 100 members thus making
it unlawful for such groups to practice discrimination. Also known
as the "prkate clubs bilL"

kit. No. 132 Greitzer and Stern Amends administrative code to prohibit discrimi-
nation on the basis of marital status. Also: Int. No. 579 Greitzer
and Friedlander.

kit. No. 35

Governmental Operations Committee-Chair: Vallone

Friedlander and Messinger, Williams et al Requires the City of New
York to distribute to every city employee information listing the
legal rights and options of worker who are sexually harassed on the job.

General Welfare Committee-Chair: Horwitz

kit. No. 549 Messingerjgeretal Amends administrative code to prohibit discrimina-
tion on the basis of parental status.

kit. No. 573 Samuels et al Makes it an unlawful practice to refuse rental housing
to families with children.

Housing and Buildings Committee-Chair: Manton

kit. No. 137 Greitzer et al Prohibits the practice of denying housing to persons
based upon age.

Int. No. 510

General Welfare Committee-Chair: Horwitz

Greitzer and Michels Prohibits the eviction and harassment of senior
citizens who have roommates over the age of 60. Allows roommates
to be added to the lease without any restrictions or penalties.



Int. No. 301

Int. No. 327

701

-33-

Finance Committee- Chairs Sadowsky

Michels, Stern and Wallace Allows taxpayers to receive a 13 percent
tax credit for the renovation, construction or purchase of builditio
exclusively used for employee child-care facilities, for expenditures
paid to third party providers of day care services, and for the costs
of employee day cars.

Health Co: initw-I-Chalrt Crispin

Messinter Promotes optimal nutrition for infants by encouraging
the practice of breastfeeding. Prohibits health care institutions
from providing to pregnant mothers or mothers of young children
informational and educational mate:ials that promote a particular
method of infant feeding, distributing free samples or gifts which
promote a particular brand of infant formula, or taking financial or
material inducements in exchange for marketing infant formula.

Civil Service and Labor Committee-Chairs Pinkett

Int. No. 313 Berman et al Allows widows and children of policemen and firemen
to continue receiving health insurance coverage.

General Welfare Committee-Chair Horwitz

Int. No. 324 Greitzer, Codd and Dryfoos et al Refuses tax abatements or exemp-
tions for projects to those who discrimutiate on the basis of sex.

707
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Coed. Messinger at 4

Greitter. Dorton. Messinger at 4

Leffler. Albanese, Alter et a.

Greitzer, Alter et 4

Leffler, Dryfoos, Foster, Messinger et 4

Friediencier, Messinger et 4
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Res. No. 34 Calls on the Office of Labor Relations to
correct salary inequities for "female" Job titles to
reflect the concept of equal pay for comparable
worth. (Civil Service and Labor)

Resolution No. 327 Calls an the City Council Etiuca-
tion Committee to conduct an inquiry Into sex dis-
crimination in hiring and promotional practices of
local school bowels and the board of Education.
(Committee on education)

Resolution No. 39 Ada the Education Committee to
conduct an inquiry into sexism In the public schools.
(Committee on Education)

Resolution No. 731 Urges the State Legislature to
pass a state constitutional amendment granting equal
rights to women. (Committee on Women)

ftalsalgeab3L4 Supports the infant formula pack-
age labeling requirements proposed by the FDA
(requires package labels to Include Information on
additives, physician warning statements, etc.).
(Committee on Health)

Resolution No. 373 Urges the City Council to support
federal legislation for a program of grants to states to
provide health care benefits for the unemployed.
(Committee on Health)

Resolution tro. 14 Calls on the City Council to in-
vestigate the Public Works Pencam and job status of
Home Relief recipients/PIP workers. (Committee on
General WeMare)

ftaktirLM Calls for the passago of the State
Human Investment Program Act which would establish
a State-funded community yobs program. (Committee
on Economic Development)
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MANPOWER
DEMONSTRATION
RESEARCH
CORPORATION

Three Park Avenue

New York, New York 10016

(212) 532-3200

July 5, 1985

Susan Steinmetz
Lucy Gorham

Intergovernmental Relations and
Human Resources Subcommittee
Rayburn House Office Building
Room B-372
Washington, D.C. 20515

Dear Susan and Lucy:

MDRC
liana el Medan.
Riclurd r Chem...
M CIA Hohma, Var-Oesmo*
Pawl H Trewort
di Chubers, atm,. tanvirin
termini L Aniireves
Ho* A code..
Alan Kistler
Rudolph C Panne*
David Schulte
Robert Selo..
Gilbert Daiwa,
rh) ilk A Dalian,
Nan V.ateninin

Earbata B n.w. Previews

Enclosed ate 50 copies of Judith Cueron's testimony for your
Subcommittee hearing on July 9, 1985.

As you suggested, we are also including a copy of the executive
summaries of three reports which are discussed in the testimony:
reports on the programs we evaluated in San Diego, West Virginia,
and Louisville.

If vou have any questions, please call. We look forward to
seeing you on Tuesday.

Sincerely,

c'ccr
Patricia Auspos
Congressional Liaison
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report presents the findings of impacts for the Louisville,

Kentucky WIN Research Laboratory experiment, which tested a model for

providing female AFDC applicants and recipients job search assistance

immediately upon their registration with WIN. AFDC clients usually

undergo a delay of from two to ten weeks under regular WIN procedures

while thcy are waiting to be approved for welfare or certified for social

services, and during that time they are not given access to any of the

regular WIN services or components, such as job search assistance,

on-the -job training, institutional training, work experience, or public

service employment. The Louisville experiment, suggested by local WIN

staff, was based on the premise that if these women were immediately

given an opportunity to participate in job search activities -- which

include support services such as transportation money and child care --

larger numbers of them would find employment.

To test this idea, an experimental design was drawn up whereby, ne

the time of their registration into WIN, all eligible AFDC applicants or

recipients who agreed to participate were randomly assigned either to an

experimental or to a control group. The experimental group was offered

Ammediste assistance with job search, while the control group received

the regular services offered to WIN clients under normal procedures. One

of the standard WIN components availat.le to all clients, Intensive

Employability Services (IES), was the vehicle used to provide immediate

services. IES consists of three days of intensive group instruction

in job search techniques, and up to six weeks of counselor-directed
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individual job search, during which clients are required to report to

counselor daily. While participating in IES, clients also receive

incentive payments as well as reimbursements for lunch, transportation

and child -care expenses. In the Louisville Lab project, experimental

women were transferred to the regular WIN program if they had not ob-

tained jobs after six weeks of job search.

In summary, the key elements of the model were: (1) the reduction

or elimination of the time delays in receiving WIN services -- WIN

experimentals could receive them at once, before welfare grant approval

and/or social services certification; and (2) the usu of a standard WIN

component for job search activity, offered to larger numbers of clients

and modified to incorporate an upfront payments system. The provision of

such immediate services in Louisville proved effective in increasing

the employment and earnings of the experimentals and in reducing the

amounts of their AFDC payments.

The Research Sample

The experimental research sample included about 60 percent of

Louisville's new WIN registrants; most of those excluded were males

or women already working or in school or training. Six percent of the

research sample indicated a desire to look for alternative employment

despite the fact that they were already working when they registered with

WIN and could have opted out of the demonstration. This report thus

covers a sample of 1,619 female WIN clients -- equally divided between

control and experimental groups -- who registered with the local office

from November 1978 through June of 1979, and agreed to take part in the

demonstration. This simple was followed for five quarters using unem-
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ployment insurance and welfare records. Telephone and in-person inter-

views were also used to gather different information on the clients'

experiences during a six-month pnat-registration period. An additional

number of women -- 1,130 -- enrolled in the demonstration from July 1979

through January 1980, and follow-up data on that sample Rill be available

early next year.

Demographics for the demonstration sample show it to be fairly

young, with an average age of 27, and not well- educated -- the majority

of clients did not have a high school diploma. Almost 60 percent of the

women were black, and 40 percent had not held any job within the past two

years. The sample was equally composed of both applicants for welfare

and recipients already receiving welfare. While almost 80 percent of the

applicant subgroup was WIN mandatory (those under a work requirement,

primarily because their children were over the age of five), slightly

less than 40 percent of the recipient subgroup was WIN mandatory.

Overall, 43 percet.t of the research sample consisted of WIN volunteers

(women not under a work requirement because they had pre-school age

children).

Participation Rates

Because random assignment occurred prior to the appraisal interview

(during which the WIN staff and client determine which WIN services or

activities, if any the client should receive), the experimental group

included both clients who would eventually participate in immediate job

search and those who would not. The demonstration, therefore, provides

some measure of the extent to which female WIN registrants are able and

willing to participate imaediately in a voluntary job search effort when
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strongly encouraged by staff to do so. On average, 55 percent of the

experimental clients in the demonstration did take part in immediate

IES. As a standard WIN component, IES was also available for use by

control clients once they had been approved for welfmre and certified for

social services. However, only about 5 percent of the control women ever

made use of this component.

The participating women overall tended to be younger and better

educated than non-participants. They had fewer previous medical problems

and smaller family sixes than both the demonstration sample as a whole

and those experimental women who did not participate. lu addition,

two-thirds of the participating women were non-white. Although they had

more previous job experience than the other women, program participants

were far less likely to be working when they enrolled in the experimv.t.

Therefore, one can conclude that, among the experimental., the more

employable and less disadvantaged women -- with the exception of those

already working -- were the ones most likely to be willing and able to

start an early and intensive job search.

This study suggele.s that a set of objective criteria for determining

who should participate in job search remains elusive since the concepts

of "job-readiness" or "employability" appear to be subject to a number of

factors other than measurable individual
characteristics such as age,

education, or previous job experience. Events such as an ill child,

difficulty in finding housing, or recent marital problems may play a

major role in determining participation.
These are all factors which are

difficult to analyse statistically and make it equally difficult to

predict participation.
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Program Impacts

Immediate services had a significant and positive employment impact

on WIN clients who were offered the special Lab program compared to the

similar control group of clients who were only offered the regular array

of WIN services. The findings are that:

On the average, 36.6 percent of experimental clients were
employed in any one quarter as compared to 31.2 percent of

control clients, reflecting an average experimental-control
differential of 5.4 percent.

There was no decay in program impact over the follow-up period.
For each of the five quarters of follow-up, the experimental-
control differentials remained almost constant, ranging from
4.5 to 5.9 percent.

Overall, a total of 63.7 percent of the experimental. held at
least one job at some time during the 15-month period as
compared to 58.7 percent of the controls (see Table I). This
experimental-control differential of 5.0 percent translates
into an 8.5 percent increase in employment.

The positive impacts on employment observed for the experi-
mental. are translated into modest, but significant, earnings
gains and AFDC savings over the 15-month period. During this
time experimental. earned $274.74 more than controls and
received $76.38 less in welfare payments than control. The
program had no significant impact on the proportion of experi-
mental. who received AFDC payments.

Recipients as a group appeared to benefit from job search to a
greater degree than applicants, at least in terms of statisti-
cally significant results. Recipients experienced signifi-
cantly increased earnings of $321,47 compared to a non-signi-
ficant increase of $227.35 for welfare applicants over the
15-month follow-up period.

WIN voluntary clients, whether they be AFDC applicants or
recipients, benefited from a program of immediate job search
assistance to a much greater extent than WIN mandatory clients.
While volunteers experienced significantly increased earnings
of $436.80, which were large enough to translate into a signi-
ficant reduction in AFDC payments of $133.53 over the 15-month
follow-up period, WIN mandatories earned only $143.35 more and
received $16.85 less in AFDC payments than th'r control
counterparts, with neither impact statistically significant.

P.
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TABLE I

SUXBARY OF PROGRAM IMPACTS
FOR THE FIVE-QUARTER FOLLOW-UP PERIOD

Program Impact Experimental Control Dift.rence

Percent Ever Employee 63.7% 58.7% 5.0%

Total Average Earningsa $ 1,724.62 $ 1.449.88 $ 274.74**

Total Average AFDC Payments') $ 2,021.90 $ 2,098.28 -$ 76.38

SOURCE: Tabulations of Unemployment Insurance and AFDC records
from the Department of Hunan Resources, State of Kentucky.

NOES: alncludes the month in which a client registers for WIN.

hThe first month of Quarter 1 is the month in which a
client registers for WIN.

*Statistically significant at the 10 percent level.

*Statistically significant at the 5 percent level.

-xiv-
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Other findings on program outcomes and employment patterns show

that:

Experimental. found employment 10 days faster than controls.
This translates into a 14 percent increase in speed of place-
ment.

Of those *omen who did find employment, the majority tended to
find their jobs in the first quarter -- the quarter in which
they registered for WIN -- but a higher proportion of experi-
mental women found jobs than did control women. The signifi-
cant and positive impacts for the experimentals observed in
quarters 4 and 5, therefore, came as a result of experimental.
who found employment immediately upon entering the job search
component, or shortly thereafter, and who remained in the labor
market.

Experimentale did not find better jobs than controls. Once
they found employment, they earned similar hourly wages
about the minimum wage -- and found similar types of jobs,
mostly in the clerical, sales and services occupations.

The two groups had similar patterns of job retention. While
one-third of both groups of clients who found employment during
the first quarter were employed during all of the following
quarters, another one-third were employed for three or four
quarters. There were no experimental-control differences.

Eaployed women from both groups exhibited an increasing, but
similar, propensity to change employers over time. By the end
of the fifth quarter, approximately one-half of those who
initially found jobs were no longer employed, with less than
one in five clients still with the initial employer.

Costs

In accordance with the experimental design, this study focused on

the net additional costs WIN incurred for the experimental group -- both

participants in the job search component and non-participants -- above

those costs incurred for the control group members. Cost estimates were

based on a sseple of 810 women sclected at random from among the first

1,619 participants in the demonstration.

Because of the limited change in WIN procedures for this demonstra-

-xv-
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tion, its costs were low, ranging from $74 to $115 per experimental group

member. Varying assumptions, based on observations and discussions with

WIN staff, were made about amounts of additional time experimental

counselors spent with job search participants, and this 3ed to the range

of cost estimates. For sample, assuming one heur extra counselor time

per day of activity, the net cost per experimental client was $115.

Immediate job search soon pays for itself. The 15-month AFDC

savings alone exceeded tte lower bound cost estimate and continued

savings for two additional quarters (a reasonable asumption given no

decay in program impact) would offset the higher estimate. Further,

the payback in terms of total welfare savings could have occurred even

sooner if payments such as food stamps and other welfare income had been

measured.

General Lessons

The Louisville WIN lab demonstrated that it is feasible to integrate

an immediate job search component into the regular activities of the WIN

system, and that such a component will be utilized by a greater number of

clients than has previously been the case. The figures and findings above

indicate that experimental women found employment sooner than controls,

and that the control women never caught up, at least over the 15-month

period in which they have been tracked thus far. The findings also

suggest that this type of a program has no impact on the proportion of

women either going onto welfare or remaining on welfare, mostly reflecting

the fact that women who do find employment -- whether experimental or

control -- find low-paying jobs in the secondary labor market that do

not generate sufficient earnings to move them off welfare. In fact,

a little over one-third of the experimental women never found any job

during the 15-month post-registration period, indicating that job search

is not the universal solution for moving welfare women to a position of

self-sufficiency. Within its limits, however, immediate job search can be

a useful tool for the WIN system, one which can help more WIN clients find

..ninvnont than is the case nein* regular procedures.
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YINDINCS FROM TOR SAN DIEGO
JOE SEARCH AND NOIR EXPERIENCE DEMONSTRATION

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

For the past 20 years, this country has debated how to structure

welfare programs to encourage work and reduce dependency, while still

providing assistance to those in need. Change, in federal law in 1981

presented states with increased fle?ibility; in addition, some states

including California, had already been experimenting With a number of

program options. Drawing on this experience and opportunity, tor, the past

two and one-half years, San Diego has been :eating the feasibility and

effectiveness of two program strategies dazected at improving the employ-

ability of people receiving welfare and reducing public assistance -sts.

One approach, the Employment Preparatinn Program (EPP), provides job

search workshops designed to teach welfare applicants how to find unsub-

sidized jobs. The second also offers job search but it is followed by the

Experimental Work Experience Program (EWEP), in which welfare recipients

work in public or private nonprofit agencies in exchange for their bene-

fits. Both programs are being tested as mandatory requirements: all new

WIN - mandatory applicants fc: Aid to Families with Dependent Children

both single- and two - parent households in the AFDC and AFDC-U programs,

respectively -- musr particip.. in job search to obtain welfare. Those in

the job search /EWEP sequence who Jo not fire jobs through the workshops

oust participate in EWEP or lose their welfare tenef:ts. (All AFDC -U

applicants are 1; definition WIN-zandatory; AFDC applicants are WIN-

monastory primarily if their ycungest child is age six or over.)

-1-
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This report is the second of three planned in a multi-year evaluation

of the San Diego programs. The overall study will address whether the

programs were successfully implemented, how applicants to welfare responded

to a participation and work requirement, whether the treatments resulted in

increased employment or reduced welfare costs, which groups of applicants

benefited most, and how the programs' costs compared to their measurable

benefits. The first report primarily addressed program implementation,

indicating that the two approaches were feasible and that the reactions of

participants were positive. This second report presents updated data on

program operations, findings on short-term and preliminary longer-term

impacts, and the early results of the benefit-cost analysis.

The multi-year evaluation of the San Diego programs is being conducted

by the Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (NDRC) under contract to

California's Employment Development Department (EDD). The evaluation is

part of NDRC's larger multi-state study of employment initiatives for

welfare recipients finanv,d by The Ford Foundation, other philanthropic

sources and state governments. Supplementary funding for the San Diego

evaluation also came from the Congressional Research Service of the Library

of Congress.

The policy Context and the San Diego Demonstration

The relationship between welfare and work, and the appropriateness and

yield of participation and work requirements within welfare programs, has

been a subject of intense debate. Starting with the Work Incentive (WIN)

Program in 1967, federal welfare programs have included acme type of

requirement directed at increasing the employment of welfare recipients.

-2-
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However, under RIX, limited resources have meant that the great majority of

recipients have been required only to register with the program, and

consequently have faced no real participation mandate. Given these

resource constraints and an emphasis on immediate job placements, recent

WIN initiatives have centered on different job starch techniques, including

group workshops designed to provide individuals with the skills and confi-

dence to seek lobs on their own. Several recent evaluations have been

promising, but questions remained about the levels of participation to be

'expected from a mandatory approach, the relationship between the costs and

benefits of such programs, and the groups of welfare recipients which will

benefit most.

The 1981 Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (OBRA) provided states with

the option to establish Community Work Experience Programs (CWEP), where

AFDC recipients can be required to work in exchange for their benefits,

with the sexism hours of work equal to their welfare grant divided by the

federal minimum vege. Despite a number of special demonstrations conducted

during the 1970s, discussion has continued on ill aspects of this approach,

with many issues still unresolved: the feasibility of ievlementing a work

requirement on a substantial scale for more than a small fraction of

eligible recipients, the nature of the CWEP experience (notably whether the

CWEP jobs would produce useful services and promote employment, or be

punitive and "make-work "), whether welfare rolls and costs would actually

be reduced, and how welfare savings would compare to operating costs.

The programs in San Diego provide an important opportunity to teat the

yield of job search and work experience on u large scale. Since both

programs were implemented as mandatory requirements, they also offer the

-3-
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potential of examining the feasibility of operating a participation and

work requirement for the welfare population. Can Diego tested these

strategies with a particular design and set of objectives, both of which

are central to an interpretation of this study's findings.

The Demonstration Programs. San Diego tested two program models,

which both began at the point of welfare application.

Job Search. One-day job placement assistance was provided at
the welfare office, foll. '4 by registration with the Employ-
ment Preparation Program tele replaced WIN), followed by a
three-week job search workshop (one week of orientation and
training and two weeks of self-directed job search in a group
setting).

Job Search - Work Experience. Following the job simtch work-
shop, those not finding jobs were required to work in an
unpaid EWEP position in a public or private nonprofit agency,
with monthly work hours determined by the family's AFDC grant
divided by the minimum wage.

The job search approach was relatively ntraightforward and similar to

those used in job clubs implemented in California and elsewhere by the WIN

system. The EWEP approach paralleled in many ways the federal OBRA option:

work hours were determined by the family's AFDC grant, and work experience

was to be developed to enhance participants employability and skills.

However, by design, EWEP restricted the work obligation in several ways:

first, it applied only to welfare recipients who completed job search

without finding a job (a relatively small share of all applicants); and

second, it lasted only 13 weeks. In addition, no one cculd be required to

work more than 32 hours a week in order to leave one day free for ongoing

individual job search.

Since the programs sought to impose a general p- ticipation and work

requirement on welfare applicants, eligibility criteria were explicitly

-4-
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broad, excluding very few people (i.e., those already employed or not

fluent in English or Spanish).

The Study Dssi and Sasmle

The three-year evaluation of the demonstration includes process,

impact and benefit-cost analyses. This report focuses on a number of key

questions from all three of these studies, including:

Process Stud/

Did San Diego succeed in imlementing a job search parti-
cipation and EWEP work requirement on the eligible population?

What were the resulting participation rates and related
operational performance indicators?

Was it feasible to implement the EWEP requirement -- in both
creating sufficieut work positions and enforcing participa-
tion?

What were the nature and quality of the EWEP jobs? Did they
develop employability, provide social benefits, result in job
satisfaction? How aid welfare recipients view the fairness of
a work requirement?

Imsect Studv

How affective were the job search and the job search /EWEP
sequences in increasing employment and earnings and reducing
welfare receipt and payments? Did the add-on of EWEP have
incremental effects?

Do impacts estimated for this report appear representative of
those likely to be measured when data are available for the
full sample

For whom did the programs have the largest impacts: indivi-
duals with limited or more extensive prior employment?

211101t=',21tALIAL

For each of these programs, how do the overall aeasurable
benefits compare to the coats?

How are net benefits distributed among the targeted welfare

-5-
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population, the rest of the community, and society at large?

What individual benefits nad costs are most important to the
overall results?

In order to obtain reliable answers, an experimental design was used

whereby eligible welfare applicants were randomly assigned to one of two

experimental groups (Job Search, whose members were required to participate

in job search only, and Job Search/EWEP, where participation VAS required

in job search followed by work experience) or to a control group, which was

offered very minimal WIN services. because of the rigor of the design, any

statistically significant differences between groups could be safely

attributed to the programs' treatments.

In the process study, the two experimental groups were tracked using

program data from the State's EPP Information System and the County's

special EWEP logs, complemented by a large survey of a subset of applicants

and augmented by case file studies and a special survey of a random sample

of 49 EWEP participants and their supervisors. For the impact study, the

employment and welfare behavior of experimentals and controls vas compared

using data from computerized AFDC payment and Unemployment Insurance

earnings records. For the benefit-cost study, program impacts on a broad

array of measurable outcomes, including the value of the goods ant services

produced by EWE? participants, were compared to program operating costs

using impact and process results, as well as fiscal and administrative

records.

Random assignment took place from October 1982 through August 1983,

enrolling 7,004 applicants for welfare (3,596 AFDC's and 3,408 AFDC-U's)

into the research sample. In this report, the process analysis is

-6-
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primarily ba.ad on individuals applying for welfare prior to July 1983 (82

percent of the total sample) for whom there are at least nine months of

follow-up. For the impact analysis, longer-term estimates are based on an

early group of applicants (October 1982
through March 1983), the majority

of the full research sample, for whom roughly c year of data are available.

The benefit-cost study uses data for the full sample, but this analysis is

still preliminary because it looks at results only through December 1983.

In the final report on the San Diego
demonstration, estimates of program

impacts will be based on the full sample followed for up to 24 months after

welfare application, and the analysis of benefits and costs will include

extrapolations of program impacts beyond that period.

Members of the eeeee rcb sample reflect the diversity of welfare

applicants in San Diego. The AFDC-U group is primarily male, married and

living with a spouse; many have recent work experience. Roughly half of

the sample members are white, 33 percent are Hispanics, and 9 percent are

black. Over 60 percent have high school or General Equivalency (GED)

diplomas, and less than half (42 percent) have received welfare before. In

contrast, the AFDC rample is predominantly
female and white (57 percent),

with a slightly larger proportion of blacks than Hispanics (21 and 18

percent). This group has a more limited work history and a greater degree

of prior welfare dependency than
the AFDC-U category, but its educational

level is similar. In fact, the prior work history and educational levels

of both samples surpass those of the national welfare population generally.

Because of these distinct demographic differences -- and the fact that

some of the rules and repletion' of the welfare
program were different for

the two assistance programs (which were expected to affect the participa-
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tion, employment and welfare behavior of the two categoe.ts) -- the data

for the AFDC's and the AFDC-U's will be analyzed separately in this report.

The reader should recognise a number of factors in considering the

impact and benefit-cost findings presented in this report. First, it is

too early to determine the long -rue pattern of impacts: notably, whether

they will remain stable over time, increase in size, or tend to decay.

Second, the San Diego programs were directed to welfare applicants,

with some expectation that a participation requirement would deter program

registration and hence welfare recipiency. As a result, random assignment

vas conducted at the time of welfare application, rather than at program

registration or the point of welfare approval. Program impacts and com-

parisons of benefits and costs were thus estimated for the full group of

applicants, including those who either did not participate or were not

approved for welfare (roughly half of the applicants did not participate in

some activity, and approximately one-fifth never received welfare). Data

on program participation, however, are presented not for the applicants but

primarily for the 86 percent of the experimentals who registered with the

EPP program, since they were the only ones who could be assigned to the

workshops and EWEP.

Finally, the reader is reminded again of both what vas tested and for

whom it was required. The programs included job search and a limited work

obligation; the target population vas welfare applicants, not current

recipients. As a result, the findings cannot be directly generalized to

either a more comprehensive workfare program or to the full welfare

caseload.

A summary of the principal findings follows.

-8-
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MDRC's first report on the San Diego demonstration found that the

programs were implemented with few administrative or other obstacles, and

that substantial and increasing levels of participation were attained. At

that point, however, the analysis could not determine if program operators

succeeded in mandating participation for all appropriate candidates. This

report affirms the early findings and suggests that San Diego largely

reached this operational objective.

Implementation of both San Diego programs was facilitated by
the close cooperation of staffs in the two agencies operating
the programs. Staff quality and competence characterised the
management of these programs, which also enjoyed a high degrec
of public and political support.

The San Diego EPP and EVEP programs were operated by two agencies: he

State Emplo:ment Devel,pment Department (EDD) and the County of San Diego

Department of Social Services (DSS), under the supervision of State DSS.

EDD and County DSS jointly operated the job search program, while County

DSS stuff bed responsibility for the EWE? program. These agencies worked

closely together, and their level of cooperation in the joint management of

this venture was such that the demonstration operated smoothly from its

inception. In addition, implementation was assisted by the staffs'

experience in running previous programs with similar features, as well as

the public and political environment in San Diego, which was particularly

supportive of these programs.

Participation rates were substantial, but not universal.

Overall, about 86 percent of the experimental who applied for welfare

registered with the program. Among these registrants, over half partici-
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pated in some program activity, primarily job search, within the nine-month

follow-up period. Almost all individuals eligible for EMU (i.e., those

who were approved for welfare and had -.oleted the workshop without find-

ing a job) were referred to the program, and most of those referred (61

percent) did participate in mandatory work assignments. This proportion is

the equivalent of 15 and 19 percent of the AFDC and AFDC-U registrants,

respectively.

In general, these participation levels were comparable to those anti-

cipated by program operators, and the EWEP rates, which increased over

time, were comparable to or exceeded those in most prior special demonstra-

tions of community work experience.

Participation rates were higher for the AFDC-U than the AFDC
registrant group, but there were no consistent differences
between the two experimental groups within each assistance
category.

In general, participation rates were higher for the primarily male

AFDC-U registrant group (at 60 percent) than f.-.4 tve mostly female AFDC's

(55 percent). Across a number of performance indicators, however, there

were no clear differences in participation between those eligible for job

search alone or the job search/EMU sequence. In particular, the potential

for an EWEP assignment did not seem to affect participation in the job

search workshops. This is probably because the impending work require-

ment was not emphasized by program staff until neat the completion of job

search.

Participation rates understate operational achievements. More
detailed analysis ,-ggests that San Diego succeeded in mandat-
ing a short-term participation requirement for the vast major-
ity of the resistrant caseload. Thus, by nine months after
application for welfare, all but a small percent of regis-
trants had either left welfare, become employed, met thee
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732 3.18A.HAVA Y900 Te38



727

programs' requirements, or had been deregistered.

The ultimate goal of the San Diego programs was to reduce the six:: of

the welfare rolls, not to maximise program participation. Thus, any conclu-

sion on the successful implementation of participation requirement must

consider not only the rates of participation,
but also the status and treat-

ment of nonparticipants.
Nonparticipants may be individuals who have left

the welfare rolls for employment or other reasons, or those who remained on

assistance but were sanctioned for
nonparticipation, appropriately exempted

from the requirement, or simply lost in the shuffle of a large program. An

examination of the status of participants
and nonparticipants nine months

after welfare application suggests that few did not fulfill program require-

ments, yet remained on welfare and were still in the program.

Regardless of participation
or welfare status, 91 percent of the AFDC

and 94 percent of the AFDC-U registrants
had either completed the program

participation requirement 1,4 the ninth month or were no longer subject to

these requirements: that is, they had found jobs, were deregistered, or

were no longer on welfare. Thus, only 9 percent of the AFDC and 6 percent

of the AFDC -U registrants were not accounted for in some way, and many of

them were officially deferred or exempted from the requirements by program

staff. (See Figure 1.)

To implement t participation requirement, staff were notably
persistent is their review of registrants' activities and
their recomaendation of sanctions (i.e., temporary welfare
grant reductions).

Program staff granted few exemptions and deferrals and effectively

identified instances of nom- cooperation with program reczirements. While

staff's first response was to acourage participation, if that failed, they
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sought sanctions for those who did not cooperate. Almost threequarters of

arandom sample of Job Search/MP
registrants was identified at some point

as not being in cdmpliance with
program requirements, although only 10

percent of these noncompliant registrants were subsequently sanctioned.

For all groups, sanctions were requested for from 5 to 10 percent of

registrants.

Zindines on Job ketch

o Attendance at the group vorkshopc was high.

San Diego succeeded in providing fairly
intensive job search Berries.

to a wide range of registrants.
On average, participants spent 10 days in

a workshop, with program data showing that 25 to 30 percent found jobs

while in the workshops.
Another onehalf completed the three week sessions

without a job, and less than onefifth
did not tartlet* the component at

all.

The majority of registrants were aware of the job search
requirement and stated that it was "fair."

Based on a survey of a subsample of
applicants, 69 percent of the AFDC

and 73 percent of the AFDCD registrants
stated that looking for work was a

condition of welfare receipt and were thus aware of the requirement. Of

those, 79 percent of the AFDC's and 86 percent of the AFDCD's believed the

requirement to be fair. Most participants liked the workshop activities,

emphasising the value of learning interviewing skills and building self

confidence.

13
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Vannes on EWEP

The majority of individuals referred to EWEP worked in a
program job. Almost one-fifth of those working reported
locating a job while in EWEP.

About 60 percent of the welfare recipients referred to EWE? actually

worked in a job. Overall, there was no shortage of job slots. Of illz,se

who worked, over 40 percent completed at least 80 percent of their assigned

flours. Out of all EWE? participants, program data show that 18 percent

reported finding a job while in EWEP; 43 percent completed their 13-week

job assignment without finding empIocment. The remaining participants were

either noncompleters or still working in EVEP at the end of the 12 -month

follow -up period.

Host EWEY jobs were entry-level and did not result in

substantial skills improvements.

Host of the EWEY jobs were entry-level and in clerical, maintenance,

parks and health positions. While an attempt was made to match partici-

pants to worksites according to interests, location was a primary factor in

the actual assignments. Results from a survey administered to a random

sample of 49 EWEP participants and their vorksite anpervisors indicated

that while supervisors saw wer as a developmental work experience, most of

the jobs did not require or lead to substantial improvements in specific

skills because participants, for the most part, po d these when they

began their assignments. However, the mall number who lacked needed

skills did acquire them during their LIMY work experience. Supervisors

also found EWEY participants "as productive" els or "more productive" than

regular new employees.

EWEY jobs were viewed as valuable and not "make-work."

-14-
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More than three-fourths of the supervisors judged the work performed

by MEP participants as important to the daily functioning of their

agencies. As a result, participants' work had substantial value, no

reflected in the benefit-cost snalysis.

Participants responded favorably to the EWEP jobs and affirmed
the fairness of a work requirement.

A very high proportion of Min workers expressed satisfaction with

their job assignments and indicated that they felt part of the agency's

workforce and were positive shout coming to work. While most believed that

the worksite sponsor got the better and of the bargain, the great majority

of participants indicated that the requirement to work was s fair one.

Findings from a larger-scale survey of both participants and nonpartici-

pants confirmed this finding for the AFDC-11 a,-^p, but showed there was

less support among AFDC's.

yindin5s on Program Impact

The impacts of the job search and the job search/EWEP programs were

estimated by ccsparing the behavior of applicants in each of the two

experimental groups to that of the control group. In addition, preliminary

estimates of the incremental impact of adding the EWE? requirement were

obtained from a comparison of the outcomes of the two experimental groups.

Tests of statistical significam:e determined whether the measured differ-

ences were likely to have resulted by dunce or from the program interven-

tions.

In this report, for approximately 60 percent of the simple, outcomes

were tracked for roughly a year after welfare application: welfare impacts
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for the full 12 months, and employment outcomes for three calendar quarters

after the quarter in which person applied for welfare. Shorter-term

impacts for the full sample were examined to determine whether later appli-

cants were affected in the same or different ways by the programs. As

noted earlier, data on the AFDC and the AFDC-U categories were analysed

separately.

AFDC Grow

Over four-fifths of all AFDC experimental and controls
received welfare, although subsequent movement off the rolls
was considerable.

Between 83 and 85 percent of the AFDC applicants in the experimental

and control groups received assistance at some point during tht. 12-mont5

follow-up period. However, many subsequently left welfare and/or found

jobs. At the end of the follow-up ylr lets than half were on welfare and

over a tb;id were employed. On average, by the end of the year, earnings

were a more important source of income than welfare grants.

Both programs had substantial impacts on the employment and
earnings of the AFDC group.

Both the job search and job search/EWEP programs had substantial and

statistically significant impacts on the proportion of AFDC applicants

employed and the amount they earned. Quarterly employment rates for

experimental, were between 5 and 10 percentage points above those for

controls, representing a 16 to 40 percent increase in those working. (See

Table 1.) Quarterly earnings gains averaged between $96 and $213, also

substantially above the average earnings of control group members.

For the AFDC group, there were modest welfare savings that
were statistically significant only for the job search /EWEP
program.
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Both programs resulted in modest reductions in the percent on welfare

of betweun 1 and 7 percentage points in the different follow-up quarters.

Welfare savings were larger, but only statistically significant for the Job

Sairch/EWEY group, for whom 12-month welfare savings totaled $206 per

experimental, a 7 percent reduction from the benefits paid to the control

group during this same period. The fact that relatively large earnings

gains were associated with more modest welfare savings is not surprising

given chid -care and other deductions used in calculating grants for

working welfare recipients.

Impacts on welfare payments and earnings appeared to be stable
for the AFDC category over the 12-month follow-up period.

Overall, data for the first follow-up year provide no clear pattern of

impacts either increasing or decreasing over time. It will be important to

look at this further in MDIIC's final report on the San Diego programs.

Apc-u GTOOD

About four-fifths of the AFL- experimentals and controls
received welfare, although the 1._.jority were off the rolls by
the end of the year.

Data for both experimentals and controls show that between 80 and 82

percent of the AFDC-1/ applicants bad their welfare grants approved.

However, by the end of the 12 -month follow-up period, approximately 60

percent were off welfare and about half were employed, with is

earnings more than twice those of the AFDC applicants.

Overall, neither program for the AFDC-U category led to consis-
tent or substantial inc eeeeee in employment or earnings.

In contrast to the AFDC findings, neither job search nor the job

search/MP sequence had a sustained impact on the AFDC-U employment rates

or :reinga. There were some significant impacts in the first quarter, but
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these decreased over the follow-up year. (See Table 2.)

Both programs led to significant reductions in AFDC-0 welfare
payments over the aggregate follow -up period.

Twelve-month welfare savings were substantial for the AFDC-0 assist-

ance category. This was particularly true for those in the job search/EWEP

sequence, which led to welfare savings totaling $350 per experimental, or a

14 percent reduction in welfare benefits. The large welfare savings in the

face of negligible employment gains is partly explained by the higher

benefit reduction rates on earning3 and the stronger sanctioning penalties

for noncompliant AFDC-0's as compared to the AFDC's.

Initial results suggest that program impacts may be less

stable for the AFDC-U than for the AFDC applicants.

Data for tbe first follow-up year show a less consistent pattern for

the AFDC-0 than for the AFDC applicants. Initially positive first-quarter

employment and earnings impacts for tbe AFDC-U group appeared to decline

over the year.

poth Groups

In general, findings to date do not confirm that mandating
EWEP produced substantial additional impacts over those

resulting from the job search workshops. The notable excep-

tion is in AFDC-0 welfare payments, where the incremental
reduction over the full year was large but not statistically
significant.

The analysis conducted to date provides mixed results on the relative

effectiveness of job search alone and the job search/EWEP sequence in

increasing the employment and earnings of welfare applicants. For welfare

outcomes, while none of the differences were statistically significant, the

addition of EWEP did lead to larger grant reductions for the AFDC-U

assistance category. However, this result should be viewed as preliminary,
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given the longer sequence of program activities for the Job Search/EWEP

group. Some experimental. were still working :In EWEP jobs at the end of

the follow-up period for this analysis.

Earnings impacts resulted from increases in employment, not
increases in wages.

For both AFDC and AFDC-11 categories, there is no evidence that either

program resulted in placerent in better-paying jobs. Both the type of the

work and the wage rates were unaffected.

Interim findings for the AFDC-U group may underestimate final

impacts.

Short-term employment and welfare impacts for the later AFDC-U groups

(i.e., individuals who applied later in 1983) were substantially larger

than those for the earlier sample members who applied in late 1962 and

early 1983. (Impacts, however, for the early and later AFDC groups were

more similar.) This increase in the AFDC-U impacts over time is particu-

larly noteworthy since results for the later sample members may be more

representative than the earlier ones of the likely impacts of an ongoing

pro,-ram. Early sample members applied for welfare in the middle of a

severe recession when the typical applicant had a history of recent

employment, while the later sample contained applicants with limited prior

employment, who enrolled during an economic recovery.

Preliminary analysis confirms findings from other studies that
employment programs for welfare recipients have their largest
impacts on those who have little recent employment experience.

Preliminary data suggest tbat impacts on employment and reductions in

welfare were concentrated among the more disadvantaged subset of applicants

(i.e., those with limited prior employment). Dividing the sample into

those IA, did and did not have earnings during the year prior to welfare

-21-
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application, the data suggest that the latter group fared substantially

less well on their ovn (earning less and receiving sore welfare) and yet

benefited the most from both experimental treatments. The difference is

particularly large for the AFDC-D sample, where those with no prior

earnings had substantially larger welfare savings. These results, if

confirmed in the final report and in comparison to costs, suggest the

importance of considering individuals' characteristics in the design and

targeting of employment activities.

Findings from the Benefit-Cost Analysis

The benefit-cost analysis of the job search and job search/EWIP pro-

grams compares their operating and support costs to their short-term

effects on employment, dependence on welfare and other transfer programs,

and use of alternative services.
All estimated benefits and costs reflect

impacts and expenditures on all experimental* (participants and nonparti-

cipants) over and above those for members of the control group (i.e.,

benefits and net costs). This analysis was porformed from the perspect-

ives of welfare applicants (both AFDC's end AFDC-U's) and taxpayers, as

well as that of society as a whole. This permits an examination of two

important questions: (1) Is the program economically efficient: that is, do

the benefits exceed the costs to society as a whole? (2) Dividing society

into welfare applicants and everyone else (who will be called "taxpayers"),

how do these two groups fare? For instance, bow are the welfare applicants

affected -- what do they gain and lose? How are the taxpayers affected--

do welfare savings and other benefits exceed program costs?

The analysis in this report, summarised in Table 3, is actually a

-22--
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TABLE S

ESTIMATED SHORT-TERM BENEFITS IF JOB SEARCH AND JOB SEARCH-EVEP
THRUSH DECEMBER 1263, BY ASSISTANCE CATEGORY,

RESEARCH GROUP, AND ACCOUNTING PERSPECTIVE

Comps ent of Analysis

Job Smirch - 0IEP . Job Search

Accounting Perspective

Social Applicant Texpeyer

Accounting Perspective

Social Applicant Taxpayer

Benefits AFDC SAMPLE

Value of EVEP Output 8228 $ 0 6203 -$1 S 0 -$1

Increased Earnings 481 461 0 438 430 0

Increased Tax Payments C -65 S5 0 -62 62

Reduced AFDC Payments 0 -107 187 0 -173 173

Other Reduped Tranefer Payments 0 177 -177 0 1E7 -127

Reduced Transfer Administrative

Coats -e 0 -2 1 0 1

Reduced Use of Training Programs 50 -a 56 sa -7 52

Costa

EPP operating Costa -368 0 -368 -383 0 -383

MEP Operating Costs -72 0 -78 b 0 b

Allowances end Support Services 0 22 -22 0 12 -12

Client Out-of-Pocket Expenses -15 -15 0 0 0 0

Nat Value $260 $367 1r7 $88 1313 -$215

Benefits AFDC-USANFLE

Value of MEP Output 11360 $ 0 $230 $ 1 $ 0 $ 1

Increased Earning, 270 270 0 824 824 0

Increased Tax Payments 0 -46 45 0 -54 54

Reduced AFDC Pa3ente 0 -378 378 0 -307 ATI

Other Reduced Transfer Payments 0 -863 263 0 -03 88

Reduced Transfer Administrative

Coats 48 0 48 27 0 27

Reduced Use of Training Programs 55 b 55 58 b 56

Costs

EPP Operating Coats -475 0 -475 -4E0 0 -4E0

EVEP Operating Costa -05 0 -85 b 0 b

Allowances end Support Services 0 21 -El 0 S -a

Client Out-of-Pocket Expenses -18 -16 0 0 0 0

Net Value 0157 -$400 115EC -470 101 $24

SOURCE* Tables 6.7 and 6.8.

M7TES1 Benefits and costa reflect estimated experialntal-otntrol diffammtces. See Chapter 6 for

data source, and estimation procedures. Because of rounding, detail may not sum to totals.

altecause of the lialted time period covered by this prelleinery mistrals, meet of the

Koran coats, but only pert of the program benefits, hare bean astimettd.

b
Estimated value Of component loss than $0.00.
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status report on program benefits and costs. Only benefits and costs that

accrued through December 1983 have been estimated for this analysis, which

constitutes an ge follow -up period of nine months. In view of the

fact that most of the program costs, but only part of the program benefits,

were measured by the time the analysis ended for this report, the results

are impressive. The final report will extend the period of analysis and

include projected future benefits.

Social benefits were substantial mind exceeded social costs for
both assistance categories in botl programs, except for the
AFDC-D experimental in the job search only program.

From the perspective of society, the program had more than paid for

itself in the analysis period for all of _he groups studied, except for the

AFDC-11 applicants who were assigned only to the job search program. As

shown in Table 3, short-term benefits fell short of the net costs for that

one group by $70 per experimental. For the other research groups, however,

the program's net social benefit was between $98 and $280 per experimental.

For the AFDC assistance category, there was a large net over-
all gain for welfare applicants, with taxpayers incurring some
costs.

The programs also had a striking distributional effect. For the AFDC

applicants, both the job search/EWEP and the job search only programs

produced net benefits for applicants of over $300 per experimental group

member. Taxpayers' costs exceeded their short-term net benefits, producing

a net cost to them of $87 per Job Search/EWEP experimental and $215 for a

Job Search only experimental. The fact that applicants' gains were greater

than taxpayers' losses in each case accounted for the net gain to society

as a whole.

For the AFDC -U sss i a taz category, the major beneficiaries
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were taxpayers, with applicants incurring substantial losses.

AFDC -0 applicants were the net losers in the short run, largely as a

result of the programs effects in reducing the transfer payments they

received (Unemployment Insurance, Food Staaps, MediCal and AFDC).

Taxpayers experienced a corresponding net gain. The net income shift was

especially great for the job search/EWEP sequence, with a net loss to

applicants of POO and a net gain to taxpayers of $557 per experimental

group member.

Major benefits came from the value of the goods and services
produced at EWEP vorksites, positive impacts on employment and
earnings, and reductions in welfare and other transfer
payments.

Several specific benefits and costs in this analysis merit examina-

tion. One is the value of the goods and services produced by individuals

vIto worked at an EWEP vorksite. BM participants worked in jobs in public

agencies and private nonprofit organizations in the San Diego community for

up to 13 weeks. The estimated v.lue of their work 'was $229 per AFDC

experimental and $360 per AFDC-U experimental. (These estimates have been

averaged over both participants and nonparticipants.)

This benefit accounts for the fact that the job search/EWEP sequence

had a higher overall net value than job search alone from the perspective

of society as a whole. Indeed, during the relatively brief period covered

by this analysis, this .s the largest single benefit of EWEP. On the other

hand, the estimated vale of the work performed by EWEP participants -- who

proved to be highly productive workers in the jobs to which they were

assigned -- alone exceeded the cost of the EWEP program.

A key benefit of the two progra,r was their effect on employment.
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This generated increases in earnings for experirintals of between $270 and

$461 per experimental through December 1983. The gain to welfare appli-

cants, however, was reduced by an increase in the taxes they paid, which in

turn was a gain to the taxpayers.

Partly because of the programs' effects on employment, the dependence

of experimental. on transfer mograms was reduced. Average welfare pay-

ments decreased by between $173 and $378 per experimental through December

1983. As indicated in Table 3, these reductions were a gain to taxpayers

but a loss to the welfare applicants. There were also reductions in

HediCs1 benefits for all experimental.. However, there were increases in

average Food Stamps and Unemployment Insurance (UI) payments for AFDC

applicants. The UI increases, which were more than $100 per experimental,

virtually offset the reductions in welfare payments for that group. UI

payments also increased for AFDC-U applicants assigned to the Job Search

group, but decreased for those assigned to job search and EWEP. The

findings for UI clearly /arrant further investigation during the coming

year.

Net operating costs were modest, with the coat of operating
the job search program cousiderably more than that incurred in
operating EWEP.

The net operating costa of the job search and job search/EWEP programs

that is, costs in excess of program expenditures on control group

members -- were quite low. The job search program cost between $366 and

$480 per experimental (including participants and nonparticipants), while

the EWEP costs were $73 and $85 per AFDC and AFDC-U experimental, respect-

ively. These figures include the net costs of registration and assessment

(over and above what it coat for controls), the costs of operating the job
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cearch workoLops and EWEP, the costs of sanctioning applicants who did not

comply with program requirements, and the coots of recordkeeping and

administration, including administration at the state level. There were,

in addition, small coots associated with allowances and support services

provided to participants.

The cost of serving an experimental who completed the entire
sequence of demonstration activities was about $1,100 for
registration and job search, and $500 for EWEP.

Ignoring the costs of serving controls, the full cost of serving an

experimental who registered and then participated in the maximum three

weeks of job search, followed by 13 weeks in work experience, was &proxi-

mately $1,600. This include. about $1,100 for registration and job search,

and $500 for EWEP. The cost of serving an experimental who 'eft the

program before these limits were reached -- to take a regular job or for

some other reason -- vas correspondingly less.

The net budget impact of the programs so far is positive for
the AFDC-U, but not for the AFDC, groups.

All net benefits and costs included in the taxpayer perspective,

except the value of the EWEP output, directly affect government expendi-

tures. Thus, the overall net value of the job search program to taxpayers

-- a net cost of $215 per *CDC applicant and a net gain of $24 per AFDC-U

applicant -- is approximately the same as its government-budget effect.

However, EWEP output benefits have to be subtracted from the taxpayer

results for the job search/EWEP sequence to obtain the net program effect

on government budgets. This shows a loss of $316 per AFDC experimental and

a budget gain of $197 per AFDC-U experimental.

In assessing these benefit-cost results, readers should bear in mind
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that potential long-term benefits have not yet bean estimated, and that a

number of assumptions were used in making the short-term estimates. It has

been assumed, for example, that the increase in the employment of

experimental. has not resulted in the displacement of other workers. It

may also be note,' that intangible benefits and costs have not been

measured, such as the benefits *qv:misted with society's preference for

work over valfare. In addition, the social benefits or costs of welfare

mothers spending more time working and less time caring for their children

cannot be assigned dollar values. Thus, these benefit-cost results should

not be regarded as precise or the "final word" on the San Diego

demonstration.

Conclusion

The findings in t4'.is report represent an interim assessment of the San

Diego demonstration. Overall, they suggest substantial achievements,

including the effective implementation of both the program model and the

research design, significant impacts on employment and welfare outcomes,

and positive overall benefit-ost results. The successful imposition of

the evaluation design, including random assignment, promises that the

study's results will be reliable. These accomplishments are particularly

noteworthy to the context of the experiences of other programs (where

operational objective, have been less successfully met) and the short

follow -up period of this study.

While this report provides important new information on the job search

and community work experience approaches, a number of questions will be

addressed in further detail in the demonstration's final report, including:
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Do the positive program impacts increase or decay over time? Does LIMP

result in significant impacts over and above those for job search? What

does a more detailed analysis of the subgroups of applicants suggest about

the relative cost - effectiveness of different targeting strategies? What do

the longer-term impacts suggest about the programs' ultimate cost-effective-

ness and their impacts on government budgets?

The Manpover Demonstration R
Corporation's evaluation of the State of
California's Employment Preparation Program
is funded in part by a contract from the
California Employment Development Department
and in part by a grant from The Ford
Foundation. MDRC's evaluation of the San
Diego Experimental Work Ixperience Program is
boded by The Ford Foundation. Supplementary
funding for the San Diego evaluation also
came from the Congressional Research Service
of the Library of Congress. The findings and
conclusions in this report do not necessarily
represent he official positions or poacy of
the funders.

Copyright 1985 by Manpover Demonstration Research Corporation
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IMEDLUSIMILSLIKE.
EKLMOIFILORIBiln

ilniX EXPERIENCE DEMONSTRATIONS

Executive Summary

In 1982 the State of West Virginia's Department of Duman Services

acted un tvo provisions of the 1981 Omnibus BudLet Reconc cation Act

(OBRA), which authorized state velfare agencies to establish mandatory

Community Work Experience Programs (CWEP), also commonly called volkfare,

for velfare recipients in the Aid to Families vith Dependent Children

(AFDC) Program; and to assume lead responsibility for administration of the

Work Incentive (WIN) Program (villa is normally administered by state

employment services in partnership with welfare agencies). The Department

chose to operate the WIN Program on its own under the WIN Demonstration

provision, and to establish CWEP program for recipients in the tvo- parent

AFDC-Unemployed Parent category (primarily fathers) as its principal pro-

gram component.

West Virginia is one of three states which has elected to operate CWEP

to nearly the full extent authorized in the law: on a statewide basis,

requiring eligible recipients to "work off" their entire grants at public

or nonprofit agencies (with the maximum hours per month determined by the

size of the welfare check divided by the minimum wage), and vith the work

obligation to continue 88 long as the client receives velfare. In July

1983, the state extended the CWEP work obligation to AFDC recipients

(primarily females 'Jading single-parent households) lobo are required to

register with the WIN Program. (Under federal lav, all AFDC-U recipients
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must be registered with the WIN Program; only AFDC recipients with children

age six and over are so required.)

In 1983, the state began two special demonstrations within its state-

wide CWEP program:

A "saturation" demonstration for the AFDC-D group in select-
ed counties, where staff have sufficient resources to reim-
burse limited work-related expenses for every AFDC-D recipi-
ent for whom a CWEP assignment can be found. This demonstra-
tion tests the feasibility and limits of a universal work
requirement;

A CWEP demonstration for AFDC mothers in selected counties.
While the AFDC project is not operated on a saturation
level, it rill examine CWEP's implementation for mothers and
test the program's effectiveness.

The AFDC-D demonstration is being implemented on a saturation basis in

four of the Department's 27 administrative areas, covering nine counties:

Huntington (Cabell and Mason Counties)
Martinsburg (Berkeley, Jefferson and Morgan Counties)
Parkersburg (Wirt and Wood Counties)
Princeton (Mercer and Summers Counties)

The AFDC demonstration operates in these four areas as well as five

others, covering a total of 21 counties. The five additional areas are:

Clarksburg (Doddridge and Harrison Counties)
Fairmont (Marion and Monongalia Counties)
Fayetteville (Fayette County)
Grafton (Barbour, Preston and Taylor Counties)
Wheeling (Brooke, Hancock, Marshall and Ohio Counties)

These areas, apart from Wheeling, were also part of the AFDC-U demon-

stration, although not on a saturation bas,-. Rather, staff there agreed

to assign no more than 40 percent of their AFDC-D caseloads to CWEP in any

one month so that these re could serve as a comparison for the four

saturation areas. The operating experiences of the comparison sites will

be addressed it the final report on program impacts. This report instead
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focuses on the implementation of the AFDC-U demonstration in the four

saturation areas and the AFDC demonstration in nine areas.

A. The Evaluation Design and Analysis Samples

The evaluation of the MEP demonstrations vas undertaken by the

Manpower Demonstration Research Corporation (MDRC) at the request of the

West Virginia Departmenl. of Human Services. MDRC is engaged in a largq-

scale, multi-state study of welfare employment initiatives established by

states under authority of the 1481 OBRA provisions. West Virginia is one

of eight states in the MDRC demonstration, which is financed by the partici-

pating states, The Ford Foundation and other philanthropic organizations.

The evaluation of the AFDC-U demonstration in West Virginia is also

supported by a grant from the Claude Worthington Benedum Foundation.

The multi-year evaluation of the two West Virginia demonstrations

includes process, impe^t and benefit-cost analyses. These last two studies

will estimate CWEI's impacts on employment and the welfare receipt of

clients and ascertain whether any program-induced savings were sufficient

to offset operating costs. Findings on these issues will be presented in a

future report, when longer-term follow-up information is available.

This report presents preliminary findings of the process analysis. It

will examine the first year of operations in the AFDC-U demonstration and

th initial eight months of the AFDC project, prtviding information on pro-

gram implementation, staff attitudes, participant and vorksite supervisor

perceptions of MEP, and the historical background of West Virginia's prior

work programs. All of these factors will help to explain the Department's

accomplishments in the two projects.
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The primary sources of qualitative information in these studies are

field interviews with program staff, part4cipants and supervisors; observa-

tions of program operations; and interviews with individuals who were

instrumental in designing and executing both the current CWEP and prede-

cessor work programs.

Quantitative data come primarily from the state's automated WIN

Information System, which records the program activity of all recipients

who are registered with the WIN Program, For the AFDC-U group, the sample

analyzed includes -'1 CWEP-eligible WIN registrants in the saturation areas

who were either rect benefits when the special demonstration began on

Harch 1, 1983 or who subsequently registered with the WIN Program through

February 1984.

For the AFDC group, the sample contains all CWEP-eligible mothers on

the rolls with children age six and over in the nine demonstration areas as

of July 1983 (the start-up of the AFDC project) who were either called in

for periodic reappraisal or registered with the WIN Program from July

through November. Data un program implementation and these sample members,

both qualitative and quantitative, will be analyzed to answer the following

questions:

s What were the intended purposes of the CWEP program?

On a month-to-month basis for the AFDC-U group, what propor-
tion of the caseload in the saturation areas participated in
CWEP?

What was the likelihood that a client (either male or fasale)
would participate in CWEP during the months following expo-
sure to the CWEP demonstration programs?

What administrative, client-related or labor market factors
facilitated or constrained staff willingness or ability to
assign recipients to MEP?
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In what ways does the institwtional history of the Department

and its prior experience with work programs help to explain
cos implementation?

Whet kinds of jobs did CMIP participants perform? Did their
supervisors regard the jobs as necessary and the participants
as productive relative to other workers? Did the jobs help
to improve participants' general skills?

Were participants satisfied with their jobs, and to what
extent did they think it was fair to be required to work for
their grants?

B. Policy Background

Enactment of the CWEP provision in 1981 marked the latest in a series

of policy reforms over the past several yearn to tie receipt of A7DC

welfare grants to some kind of employment requirement. Most of those

efforts were not seen as successful on a large scale.

First, in the early and mid-1960s, there were provisions in federal

law that permitted state welfare agencies to establish work programs for

two-parent families with an unemployed father (later modified to cover

either parent). Relatively few welfare agencies elected to operate these

programs at a scale covering more than a few hundred recipients. West

Virginia vas one of the notable exceptions, operating projects in which as

many as half of the AFDC-D fathers worked in public or nonprofit agencies

in return for their benefits.

In 1967, an employment and training program, the Work Incentive, or

WIN Program was established, which replaced these programs and expanded

eligibility to single".srent AFDC families. Further, beginning in 1972,

the WIN Program required able-bodied mothers with children over age six to

register and accept a job or participate in a training pro,;ram. Funds were
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limited compared to the numbers eligible, however, so that a large share of

WIN registrants were not required to participate.

A few states operated mandatory work programs for one or both catego-

ries of AFDC recipients in the 1970s. In two special demonstrations in

California and Massachusetts, only a small proportion of those eligible

were actually required to work. In California, for example, less than 3

percent of eligible registrants took part in the program. A small program

in the more rural and ethnically homogeneous state of Utah, still opera-

ting, reached a larger share of eligible recipients.

Because .arse state efforts were often attended by implementation and

agency coordination problems, important questions about mandatory work

programs are still unanswered. The feasibility of a universal work

requirement, the maximum expected level of participation in a large-scale

effort, the administrative or other factors which affect participation, and

the acceptability of work requirements to welfare recipients are the issues

explored in the ?DEC demonstration and in this report.

C. Findings on Participation: A Caseload Analysis

The central findings on West Virginia's implementation of CWEP

statewide, for both AFDC-U and AFDC groups, and in the four AFDC-U

saturation demonstration areas are the following:

The statewide CWEP program for the AFDC-U group was

implemented with few problems. By May 1982, four months
after the program started, some 40 percent of the state's
5,000 AFDC-U caseload was participating in CWEP.

The statewide program for AFDC mothers also began with few
difficulties in mid-1983, but on a much mealier scale. At

the end of March 1984, nearly 40 percent of the CWEP-eligible
AFDC-U caseload was participating in CWEP, while less than 10

-6-

759

1



754

percent of the WIN-mandatory (no children under age six) AFDC
caseload vac participating in the program.

The baild-up of participation in the four AFDC -U saturation

areas aster March 1, 1983 proceeded smoothly. Caseload
participation rates rose from 46 percent to 69 percent in
five months. However, while the numbers of men participating
continued to increase, staff could not keep up with a drama-
tic growth in the AFDC-U caseload in late 1983. Participa-

tion rates fell to 59 percent in February 1984.

The overall caseload participation rate masks the vide variation among

t:ie four saturation areas. In the area vith tb_ highest share of As

AFDC-U caseload in an urban county (an area which also aggressively pursued

the work obligation), over 80 percent of the caseload participated in CWEP

during the summer months in 1983. In the next most urban area, which was

equally firm in its assignment policy, the second highest caseload partici-

pation rate was consistently achieved. The lowest caseload participation

rate was reported in the most rural of the saturation areas, the one with

the healthiest labor market (within commuting distance of Virginia and the

Washington, D.C. suburbs, and with a manufacturing base equal to the

state's average), although that rate never. fell below 55 percent after the

initial build-up. The fourth area, with 0-.ree small cities (the largest

with a population of 16,000), vas able to keep pace with the most rural

area, despite a 41 percen, caseload growth resulting from its proximity to

the state's southern coalfields.

D. Fin'ings on Participation: The Individual Registrant Analysis

An examination of the program activity of itdividual registrants for a

specified period of time after follow-up tracking began shoved these

principal findings:
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During an eight-month period of follow-up, AFDC-U registrants
in the saturation areas bad a 65 percent probabililty of
participating in CWEP.

Of those who were already on welfare in March 1983 when the
build-up to saturation began (the "prior registrants"), over
70 percent participated in CWEP during the eight-month period
ending November 30, 1983. (One-half of this group were CWEP
participants at the time the demonstration started.)

Of those registering with the WIN Program from March through
June 1983 (tte "new registrants"), 52 percent varticipated
during the eight-month period following registration.

Thus, very high participation rates characterized CWEP for the

AFDC-Unemployed Parent category, both from the month-to-month caselsod

perspective and from the eight-month tracking of individual registrants.

These rates sre important because they suggest the level that can be

expected in a universal work requirement operated for male heads of

two- parent households. However, for several reasons that are enumerated in

a later section, it would appear that these high participation levels may

not easily be achieved in other parts of the country.

A review of recipients not assigned to CWEP, conducted in the spring

of 1984, indicates that a combination of demand and supply factors set the

upper bound to AFDC-U participation in West Virginia: the lack of geogra-

phically accessible work assignments in the most rural counties;

individuals in both urban iind rural areas whose ,rant checks were too rms11

to offer work sponsors sufficient labor; and individuals who Led personal

or family proles so severe as to constrain participation. The great

majority of non-participants were not assigned to CWEP for these reasons.

AFDC clients were followed for only a short period, three months,

since the AFDC demonstration began several months after the saturation

demonstration. The data show that:

-8-
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A much smaller percentage of CWEP- eligible AFDC recipients
participated during the three-month follow -up period -- 16
percent overall: 18 percent of those already on welfare who
vere reappraised from July through November and 10 percent of
the new WIN registrants.

Department central starf, however, never expected high participation

rates from the AFDC recipients, as was signaled by the absence of caseload

participation targets and the decision not to provide child-care funds. It

vas clear at the state asd area-office levels that the higher priority vas

to work with the men, assigning them to CWEP and encouraging them to find

regular jobs.

Factors other than preference for placing men also constrained AFDC

participation levels. Staff found that the mothers had a muco lover labor

force attachment, a greeter hesitation to leave their children for work,

and more health problems than the AFDC-U fathers. Further, there appeared

to be less demand for women than for men among government agencies

(although not in nonprofit agencies). The educational deficiencies of most

female recipients and the need for clerical skills (vhich relatively few

reg: 'ad) also limited the number of uomen who met work sponsors'

needs These factors combined made it more time-consuming for staff to

find CWEP positions for this group, particularly since staff bad to ensure

that women who participated had adequate child-care arrangements.

E. Perceptions at the Worksite

A random sample of 94 CWEP participants :60 men and 34 women) and

their supervisors were interviewed during a nine-month period beginning in

July, 19e3. The principal findings from that survey are the following:

The great majority of supervisors, and an even greater

-9-
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majority of participants, believed that their work made a
valuable and usually necessary contribution to the sponsoring
agency.

Supervisors found that both male and female CWEP.participants
were "the same" or "better" than new regular employees on
most dimensions of job performance, attendance, behavior, job
skills and maturity. Some bias may be present, however,
since these judgments were made when the average male CWEP
participant had been at the worksite 35 weeks, and the

average female worker for 13 weeks.

Most of the CWEP jobs handed a range of general working or
"job holding" skills such as punctuality, accepting criti-
cism, working well with others, taking instruction, and
working quickly. A smaller share of the jobs required
reading, writing or mathematical skills. With the exception
of two of the skill areas, three-fourths or more of the
participants were judged to be "adequate" or "better" in
these skills when they first shoved up for their job

assignments. Of the one-eighth to one-fourth who lacked a
particular skill, nearly all had reached a level of adequacy
by the time their supervisors were interviewed. Thus, CWEP
jobs appeared to offer skills improvement to the small
proportion of participants needing it.

The great majority (approaching 80 percent and more) of CWEP

participants were satisfied with their jobs and thought that
a requirement to work for their welfare checks was a "satis-
factory" or a "very satisfactory" arrangement. Participants'
responses to these question(' were affected by whether they
thought CWEP would help them obtain it job in the future.

F. Interpreting the West Virginia Experience

A great many factors contributed tc the Department s smooth implementa-

tion of CWED statewide and to the achievement of high participation rates

for AFDC-U recipients in the saturation demonstration:

Strong support, from the commissioner to the local-office
level, for a mandatory work program for men;

A atrong sense of professionalism and long tenure among
senior officials at the central and local-office levels;

A long institutional history, almost unique among states, of
Departmental implementation of mandatory work programs for
men;

-10-
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A centrally administered WIN Program, staffed by individuals
who had helped run earlier work programs, some of them having
ad prior experience as area-office welfare directors;

Increased staffing (by nearly 40 ,ercent) to handle the grow-
'Jag workload in the CWEP saturation areas;

An aggressive Departmental involvement in the WIN Program
(dating back to 1971) in which the Department had played a
stronger role than the state Employment Service in day-to-day
management. Applying for WIN Demonstration status and taking
over the WIN Program entirely in 1982 was the final stage in
a 12-year evolution;

An ethnically homogeneous state with a traditionally strong
work ethic, and the nation's highest taut. loyment rate in
1983, with the result tbat many experienced workers were
applying for benefits;

The recession (felt strongly in a state depending on energy
production), cutbacks in federal revenue-shar;.ng, and the

demise of the CETA Public Service Employment Program. All
these factors created a potential demand for subsidized CWEP
workers among local government and nonprofit agencies.

whi:e not all of these conditions are unique to West Virginia, the com-

bination is. Great care should therefore be taken in drawing the conclu-

sion that a mandatory workfare program for both men and women might operate

elsewhere with similar caseload participation levels, smooth implementation

and the general public popularity achieved in the saturation project for

men. The findings from the survey of participants and their supervisors,

on the other hand, are quite similar to those found in the same survey of

worksites conducted in San Diego (California) and Maryland: relatively

little skills development, but high levels of job satisfaction, and an

acknowledgment that a requirement to work for one's welfare check is fair

principle.
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Intraduction

This report presents information about
the two I. 'on Minnesotans who are
women and girls It is intended to
provide a factual base from which to
look at the Changing rote of women in
the slate Data are by geographic area
Future Commission reports will address
special populations of women including
minority and rural women

This information replaces the information
in two previous publications of the
Cann usson on the Economic Status of
Women Minnesota Women A Profile
which was based on 1970 census data
and Women in Minnesota, which was
based On the 1977 Minnesota
Household Survey A list of additional
publications is available on request from

Commission office Room 859
Capitol ST Pact Minnesota 55155
The first part of this report contains a
narrative description of women
Minnesota The second part contains
dataiIed tables Definitions ul leans can
be found on page 45 The 1980 Census
of Population and Housing is It ,e
primary data source for this publication
Additional information is from the
Minnesota Higher Education
Coordinating Board the Mini cOla
Department of Health and other slate
and national sources

ABOUT THE CENSUS
The US Census conducted every 10
years is the most comprehensive data
base of its kind In 1980 the census
gathered an estimated 3 3 billion items
of information from more than 220 million
people in approximately 80 million

seholds spread over 3 6 million
square miles of territory

In March of 1980 every household
ocened a census questionnaire There
were two different questionnaires one
with 19 questions and one with 46
questions About one in six households
selected al random received the iungei
form The remaining househOlds
received the short form
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The answers to the short form cor.litute
what is called 100 percent count' or
"complete couredata Answers to the
long tam are sample data "his report is
primarily based on sample data
expanded to represent the total
population

Information from the Census is made
available in a number of forms including
printed materials and computer
tapes Following some delays in
releasing data some of the Minnesol,
information gathered during the 1980
census has been made available in
published form The Census Bureau
published a report on general
population characteristics in 1982 and a
report on general social and economic
characteristics was issued in 1983
In early 1984 Summary Tape File 4 (STF
4) was issued and much of the
information in this repair t s based on
that Ile It provides statistics with greater
subtect and demographic detail than
printed reports The Commission on the
Economic Status of Women requested
computer runs trom this 1.1e and also
designed and purcnased custom
progn-mming of special cross-
labulaons from the Public Use
Microdala Sample (RUMS)

As a result of the data generated this
report contains comprehensive
information about the status of women
It includes detailed information about
poertyievel rates marital status by age
and labor force status of mothers by the
ages of their childrer For the first time
there is substantive information about
women s earnings

Each of the ables in this report
indicates the data source used For the
tables based on the 1980 census these
sources are

Summary Tape File 2 (STF 2) wan
general population characteristics
based on complete count data
Summary Tape File 4 (STF 4) wth
general soca. and economic
characteristics based on sample
estimate data and

Public Use Morcdela °UMS)
wth data on income and
poverty based on sire,
subsamples of the cent:
baste records

For STF 2 and STF 4 tables nformation
is presented for the slate as 3 whOI0 for
the seven county Twin Cities
metropolitan area (Region 1 I), and for
the balance of the stale Rcgon 11
includes Anoka, Carver D .kota,
Hennepin Ramsey Scutt anti
Washington Counties The balance of
the state includes all c.hei Minnesota
counties The subsample used in PUMS
tables did not allow for these regional
comparisons
Although the census is far more reliable
Pon of surveys census information is
subject to both sampling and
nonsampling errors Sampling errors
arise from the selection 01 persons
households to be used in a sample
Nonsampting errors are the res..s, of all
other errors that may occur i ring tne
collection and processog phases of the
census including both human and
mecharuCa errors More technical
information about source and reliability
of the estimates as well as technical
documentation for D e tables in this
report is available for review in the
Commission office

OTHER DATA SOURCES

In addition to the census information
the repot includes data from other
sources College enrollment orormation
is from the Minnesota Higher Education
Coordinating Board Information on
marital status as well as number of
marriages divorces and births is from
the Minnesota Department of Health
Vocational follow up data is 'tom the
Minnesota Research and Deve cpment
Center to, Vocational Educat in
Comparison informatron for Minnesota
and the United States is based on
Census data
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Population Characteristics

Tiore are roughly 2 million women and
girls m Minnesota accour ig for 51
Percent of the state's population

ins percentage has not changed in the
last decade Total population growth has
been about 7 percent, and the number
of female Minnesotans has increased by
more than 136 000 in this period

The greatest percentage decrease for
sir' wrong those age 5 to 14

Overall the number of women under 18
decreased by 15 percent. the number cf
women 18 to 64 increased by 1ff
percent, and the number of women 65
and aer increased by 22 percent
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There was an me case of about 134.020
women in the childbearing years of 15 to
44, and a similar increase of about
189,000 women in the usual working
yews ol 18 to 64

These changes reflect the move into
young adulthood for the "baby boom'
generation, age 16 to 34 in 1980 This
group numbers almost 1 4 million men
and women, more than onethiro of the
states population In the past, this
population bulge was associated with
high birth rates, increased school
enrollments and a teenage-onented
culture In the 19805 this generation
affects our patterns of marriage,
childbearing and jobholding

Population of older women Is Increasing In Minnesota

Ibrostota Nom* Popubnon by km 1970 ant 1900
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LIFE EXPECTANCY

Median age of Minnesotans increased
in the last 10 years from 26 0 to 28 4 for
men and from 27 5 to 20 2 for women
Aside from the-baby boom'
phenomenon. there have elso been
tremendous increases in the numbers of
older people in Minnesota Older
women account for most of the
difference in numbers between the mate
and fema'e population There are about
282.000 women age 65 and above.
almost three-fifths of persons in this age
group The greatest dispanty is between
women and men age 85 and aver, where
women outnumber men by more than 2
to I
In 1970, life expectancy at birth was
69 4 /ears for men and 76 8 years for
women For those born in 1980, lift,
expectancy was 72 0 years for men and
79 1 for women a differance of about
7 years Women age 65 or over in 1980
could expect to live an P.- w 191
years to age 84 or °fuer Their n- ale
counterparts could expect to Irv, an
additional 14 8 years to age 80 or older

At the turn of the century, the average
life span for women nationally was 48
years Most women had few years
remaining to them after childreanng.
Today. most women can expect 30 or
mere years of life after their children are
raised a fact which profoundly
influences worsens life choices

REGIONAL DIFFERENCES
The state's femals population is fairly
evenly divided between the seven-
county Twin Cities area and the balance
of the state However. women age 65
and over are more likely than younger
women to Infix in the other 80 counties,
with 58 percent of this group outside the
Twin Cities Women most likely to lie in
the Twin Cities are those age 25 to 34.
with 56 percent of this group in the
sevencounty metropolitan area



Educational Attainment

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

Educational levels have changed
dramahcally in a relatively short period
of time in Minnesota In 1980, 73
percent of Minnesotans age 25 and over
had completed high school compared
with only 44 percent in 1960 The
proportion of persons who had
completed four or more years of post-
secondary education more than
doubled in the same period. from 8
percent in 1960 to 17 percent in 1980

Levels of educational attanment differ
for men and women In the past women
were more likely than men to be high
school graduates. but were less likely
than men to have attended in post-
secondary institutions or to hod college
degrees

The proportion of pe-tons receiving a
hgh school diploma appears to have
stabilized Among those age 25 to 44,
92 percent of women and 90 percent of
men hays completed 12 or more years
of education Completion of high school
has become a societal expectation

53-771 0-85-25
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& Enrollments

Both men and women are pursuing
higher levels of education than in the
past, and there is some evidence that
differences in educational attainment
are decreasing Among persons over
age 25 thirty-seven percent of men
compared with thrty-two percent of
women, have some post secondary
education
IncreaseS in the loyal of Oucational
attainment of women are particularly
striking when comparing women 65 and
older with their daughters and
granddaughters While only about 40
percent of the older women are high
school graduates more than 90 percent
women age 25 to 44 have completed
high school The percentage with soma
post secondary education has more

than doubled in this period 44 percent
of the younger women and only 19
percent of the older women have had
some college

Kbmen in the balance of the state have
generally lower educational levels than
women in the Twin Cities However.
educational attainment has increased in
his area as well. Thirty-eight percent of
women age 25 to 44 living outside the
Twin Cities have some post-secondary
education, compared with 18 percent of
woven age 65 and over in the balance
of the State

Educational attainment for Minnesota
women is above the national average
Thirty-two pecent of women in the state.
compared v, 23 percent of ?rnerican
women ge aly have some post-
secondary education

Most IAInnssotarts me high school graduates. but more men hove
college

Eclubecnal Mayntnyint n lihyrtesota by Se%1980
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Information from the Unnersityot
Minnesota shows that there are still
significant differences in areas of study
for male and female students Women
are still cnerepresented in areas like
education. nursing, and dental hygiene
and undeorepresentecl in engineering
dentistry, and mortuary science
Hcwaver, there have been dramatic
gains for women in fields such as law
medicine and pharmacy
Students of traditonal college age" (21
or under) are no longer the majority of
college students. Nationally 52 percent
of conege students in 1981 were age 22
Of older up from 44 percent in 1972
More than one -third of students are age
25 or older
Women are the mapnty of studen'.. age
30 and a.% and thenn representation
increases at older ages Nationally,
women were 56 percent of students age
30 to 34 and 67 percent of students age
35 and over in 1981

Woman's enrollment varies by system

767

Educational attainment has Increased substantially
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MARRIAGE i DNORCE RATES
Altf NO astral iisantal status patterns
are laxly stable. there have been
significant changes in the ages at which
people marry and in =mane and
divorce rates.

Between 1970 and 1980. the proportion
of women age 20 to 24 who had never
married increased from 41 percent to 54
percent of that ago group The median
age at menage increased from 13 5 to
251 for men and from 21.4 to 2.3 for
women Interestingly. the tendency for
women to marry men older than
themselves may be decreasing the
age gap dropped from 2 1 years in 1970
to 1 8 years in 1980

Surtplour percent of marriages occur
before the woman is age 25, down from
80 percent in 1970

The median age at divorce also
increased over the decade, from 32 5 to
340s:tars for men and from29 3 to 31 5
for women Han of divorces occur before
the wife is age 30, and more than two-
thirds of divorces occur before the ante
is age 35
In 1980, there were 37.611 marriages
and 13,809 divorces in the state The
marriage rale increased significantly
dunng the 1970s, fon 8 2 to 9 2 per
1,000 persons in the population This is
the highest rate since 1950, when the
rate stood at 10 4 per IMO The record
high rate for Minnesota ss 13 6 per 1.000
in 1946. again a post-war phenomenon

The divorce rate in 1980 stood at an an-
ima high for the state. 3 7 pew 1,000
persons in the population However, the
Minnesota rate was well below the US
rate of 5 3 divorces per 1.000 persons

The overall ratio of divorces to marnages
increased fnxn 1 divorce for every 3 8
marnages in 1970 to 1 divorce for every
2 5 marnages n 1980 Despite the rising
rate, most divorced people remarry so
that only about 1 in 18 Minnesota
women are drvarced at any one tine
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BIRTH PATTERNS
The fertility rate is the number of live
births per 1.000 women age 15 to 44 in
the population The Minnesota fertility
rate dropped from 88 4 in 1970 to 70 8
in 1980

Although this was a substantial
decrease, the overall figure marks
several changes in birth patterns. Most
of the drop occurred in the early part of
the decade The fertility rate has risen
steadily since 1976. and this trend is
Impeded to continue
In new of the trend to marry at later
ages. it is not surprising that the average
age of mothers at bath of their first child
has increased. from 219 in 1970 to 23 3
in 1980 Filly-six percent of deliveries in
1980 were to women age 25 or over and
about me-fitth of baths were to women
age 30 or over

There was an increase in the number of
births to unmarried parents in the 1970s.

from 8 0 percent to 11 4 percent of all
births. The comparable figure nationally
is 18 4 percent Somewhat surprisingly.
less than hail of out-of-wedlock baths
both nationally and in Minnesota. are to
teens

In the last 10 years the number of births
to teenagers has dropped from 11 9
percent to 10 4 percent of all births in
the state This is substantially below the
national average of 15 6 percent teen
births in 1980

Regional fertility patterns are similar to
state patterns Both Region 11 and
balance of state fertility rates began at
relatively high levels in 1970. dropped to
low levels in 1976, and climbed steadily
from 1977 to 1980 Rates were 63 7 per
1,000 in Region 11 and 78 7 per 1,000
in the rest of the state at the end of the
decade
Births to unmarried parents rose in both
regions. but remained higher -1 Region
11 13 7 percent of Region 11 births and
93 percent of balance of state births in
1980 were out of wedlock

Marriage rates have fluctuated, while divorce rates have Incensed

7 5
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HOUSEHOLD CHARACTERISTICS

A household, by definition, consists of all
persons occupying a housing unit
Households re divided into two general
groups family households and non-
famity households. Alarnity" is defined
as two or mica persons related by both,
marrage, or adoption Knon-farnity"
household consists of ertner a one-
person household or two or more
unrelated persons living together
01 the 1.470.525 households in
Minnesota in 1980.72 percent were
family households and 28 percent were
nonfamity households Norfamoy
households have increasod
substantially up from 21 percent n
t970
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The total numoer of households in the
state has grown by over 25 percent
kerne household size, however has
dropped 1mm 3 2 to 2 7 persons per
household
The increase is non-family households
accounts for some of the decrease on
household size. wee more than four-
fifths of those in non-family households
Ina alone Low birth rates and high
chyme rates have also led to the
reduction in sae Low birth rates have
decreased the number of children in
families. Divorce typically spirts one
family household into Iwo smatter
groups one family household consisting
of the custodial parent and children, and
one non-farnify household consisting of
tie other parent Inimg alone

Most households consist of hustendivIN fandilse
tarrescba HouyetoNde by Typo 1083

Womb IVelp stop

FOrIf households

Non-taley touseholds

10
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FAMILY HOUSEHOLDS

In 1980.84 percent of families in
Minnesota were maintained jointly by a
husband and wife, melon° that the
predominant family form Another 13
percent of families were headed by
women. while 3 percent were headed by
men
The proportion of marned-ooutole
families has decreased in the last 10
years, while the proportion of female-
headed famines has grown In 1970.90
percent of ferrules were maintained by
manned couple: while 8 percent were
maintained by women alone The 1970
figure for male-headed families is
estimated at 2 percent. since their
numbers were too small for an accurate
count



On Ms publication, 'husband.wle
Camay' and 'Tr larnecl-couple larnill are
used interchangeably 'Female-headed
family' means &Sealy headed by a
woman with no husband present. and
Inateheaded lanky means a family
headed by a man with no wile present )

The popular image of a 'typical
includes a marred couple with one or
two young children, an emplo,ed fathrr
and a homemaker not employed outside
the home This imago has nmer
represented the dnersdy of family types
and II is less accurate Man men in 1980
Almost halt of the states families 46
percent have no chrldren Such
!amides include named couples
without children and those whose
children are germ They also include
norwrental relationships such as two
esters living Nether
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Only 43 percent of families hme three
or tour members and many of these
are single-parent families ot families
vnthoul children

Less than enlist lira of families are
supported by only one wage earner
Marned-couple families Supported by
lust are earner represent only about
one-fourth of all Minnesota families. In
fact, both husband and wife are in the
tabor force in 57 Percent of married-
couple families

There are some dif ferences n family
types by region n Minnesota In the
seven-county metro area. 16 percent of
families are femaleheaded, =impaled
with 10 percent in the balance cif the
state Families outside the Twin Cites
have consrstentty loner inoNnes. from 65
to 90 percent of incomes for comparable
families in the Twin Cities area

FEMALE-HEADED FAMILIES
Ti* number of fernae-headed fanlike'
in Minnesota has increased by 46
percent over the last decade This group
is of special concern because it is
growing so quickly and because it Is
axponically vulnerable
Median income for female- headed
families in the state was 511.356 in 1980

abouth three-fifths of the median for
maleheaded farmles and cnly half of
the median for marned-Couple fartWies
Almost one in four families headed by
women had incomes below the poverty
levet in 1979

Although not all female-headed families
have children it is ponanly the
Presence of children that contributes to
po.orty for this group Female-headed
!armies without children hail. a median
income of 515 514 in 1979. representing
77 percent of the median for marned-
couple Levities without children By
contrast, female headed families with
children had a median income of only
1.9 201 19 percent of the median for
their marred-couple counterparts.

Most single-parent families consist of woman wtth school age children
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()Norco or separaton c4 parents
accounts for 69 percent of American
chwiren who Int 41 single parent
families Based on dworce rates and
other factors. the Census Bureau
estotates that almost halt of chrkfren
been today volt kve rn a ongloparent
family at some Mme their chrldhood

NON-FAMILY HOUSEHOLDS
The number of non-lamJy households
Minnesota has increased from 21
percent of the states households in
19T0 to 28 percent at 1980 alonfamly
households may consist of two or more
Peet* a group of college roommates
an older woman wth boarders.
unrnaried couples or other situations
However mote than fourfifths or non-
f amey households in the stale are
occuped by people kung alOne
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Slightly more tits') hat of one-person
households am located in the Two
litres area More than three( Arts ot
Mope using alone are women
This group is second only to foam*
single parents at economic Yulneratolity
Men who trio atone have a relativety
poorly rate. at 15 percent However,
women truing :lone hose en even honer
rate, at 22 percent There are about
46000 wont,. and 16.030 men in the
state who Inc alone and in poverty

The economic differences between
male and female oneperson
households are attiuutable in part .
age differences The mapray of the
women are age 65 or above. tvnle the
mapnty Of the men are under age 45
About an equal proportion of men and
women are age 45 to 64

Because they are Met Me women ara
more haely to be vdtdowed and less Mety
to be in the labor force NatOnatty, 84
percent of men Irving alone and only 44
percent of women kung alone are
dnorced, separated or sogie. 56
percent c4 women Wing Clone and only
16 percent of then mote Counterparts
are widowed
About 14 percent of non-farnity
housewOlds have two or mote
occupants, There is a public percephco
that the numbers Of unmamed coups
wog together has increased n recut:
years This may be true. but the
numbers of these households are so
srn..a that they are difficult to measure

Woman maintain most non-Ismily households

4on-Fatreyfbuseokts n MO0.414.1900

Itgon,n

M tarsi{
tvna

0 1,440 tcaehobleos

frrAND to.eWers

Women INV.;
alone

BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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Labor Force Participation & Employment
LABOR FORCE PARTIPPATION
RATES

In the decade of the 70e. women
corenued the rape nnuz esto the tabor
force lynch began n the early 60s More
than eveesquarters of a matron
Knnesotans who were emploptf or
easel), seefung ensolcyment in 1980
were women tuoresantog 43 percent a
the state tabor force

oyeral. 64 percent of women of the
usual yerfung age 16 to 64. are new tr,
the labor force The represents a
drarnabc =tease from 50 percent
1970 to 38 percent n 1980 By contrast
the tabor force pancoaton tale for men
e the same age goo has remaneo

unchanged at 86 pt.cosre in each of
those three years

More than lwattyrds of women age 16
to 44, and more than hag et women age
4510 64 were es the state work force in
1980 Ir. 1970. women ape 25 to 34
represented the only group of woddng
age women weft less than a 5u percent
pante:Woo rate Ow got;
espenenced the largest labor force
...creases in Me 70s and a anger
number of those women are now n the
work force than any other group The
marooly CI these women are merited
and haw chrldren factors Mich axe
tended to keep we- en at home M-
une

Dramatic Increases haw occurred In women% employment

Leta raw Pagice*Sce.e1IArrow4aVitevwc 19034553

:]

so
Leta

ao

151

435%

S4.014

tem 1915 1920 1930 1940 1950 1900 1170 rteo

Year

to. PwOotogoo oomeo no 54 WI 6555.to r>tgq MO w0 owe" 000 It wel ow, to 51 Moro IWONo two W., ocorel ow woo K. 5ICO 5o 5630
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Labor force rates for we age 45 to
64 mcreased less than those of outer
0,01.1Ps. tom 50 percent to 54 percent
kIshatgh the growth in partepaton for
these evade women is less &smiths 4
nmertheless =trues a pattern oI aer
twenty Seat/ There was a dechne
labor force rates for %omen age 65 and
as singer to rate declares for mon n
th'S age group

LABO
PARENTAL STK=

R FORCE BY NARTOL AND

Labor force rates here increased for
warren regardless of mantel and
parental status. In 1970. Ordy 1. percent
of marred women age 16 and chef were
in the wcek lace By 1900. Ors had
increased to 54 percent The rate for
unmarned women rose from 48 percent
n 1970 to 55 percent in 1980

Rates for women soh chrldren are
consrstenoy higher than those for
women wheat chlchen. m part because
those eon children are generally
saner For as women warm chicken.
tabor force rates Increased from 41
percent to 60 percent in the last decade
°weak had of mothers of preschoolers
and twath.rds of mothers wth school.
age children are now in the labs force



Not surprisingly. the older Me children.
the more likely the mother is to be in the
work force In 1980, almost half of those
with children under 3 more than half of
those with children age 3 to 5. and two-
Mods of those with children air: 6 to 17
were in the labor force

Unmamed (single, separated. divor-ict
widowed) women with children have

higher tabor force rates than married
women except when their children are
tinder age 3 Almost two-thirds of
unmarried mothers of 3 to 5 year olds.
and 83 percent of unmarried mothers of
school-age children. are in the work
force

1' "TTISIE/FULIMME SWIM OF
ann./MRS
More than 571,000 employed
Stinnes (Sans work part-time. defined as
less than 35 hours per week While
moment labor force participation rates
are changing to arm closely
approximate those of men, differences
in hours of work remain Forty percent of
women, compared with 15 percent of
men. t lave part-time employment

More than one-third of women who work
part-time work at least 50 weeks per
year, demonstrating a sign.ficant
attachment to the labor market

775

°vela 60 percent of employed *Omen
work full-time, while another 14 percent
work part -tune year-round and another
26 percent work part-time for part of the
year

WORKERS BY FAMILY TYPE

About 10 percent of Minnesota families
have no earners. They are supported by
other funds of income. such as SOCial
Security, public assistance, or income
from investments. Femakheaded
families have the largest proportion Of
no-earner families, with 17 percent
havmg no employed family members

The one-eamer family is no longer the
norm About three-fifths of Minnesota
families. 61 percent. are supported by
two or more earners In 1970. only 45
percent of families had this many
workers
In 57 percent of marned-couple
both husband and wife are employed
The trend toward more earners is also
apparent in other family types 33
percent of female-headed families and
47 percent of male-headed families
have two or snore wage earners

Labor force participation has risen sbninamtly, especially among younger
woman

tin Fora Participenn Ram Cr Mmesola %Omen try
1970 end 1900

16 to 24
Years

256034
years

356044
yaws

456064
yews

M women
161064
rims

Petard et wow In labor law

C:11970

1119M

EIMENSIMEI

ISSIMMIMit

:r
re

50%

54%

.tr:Si*AVORikai 64%
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REGIONAL DIFFERENCES

Female labor force participation
consistently higher in the Twin Cities
area than ut the balance of the state For
working-age women in Region 11, the
rate was 70 percent, compared with 58
percent in the res' of the state Although
the difference eirsts for every age group
of women. the capanty is less
pronounced among women age 35 and
over

Women with children in the Twin Cities
are more likely than their counterparts in
the rest of the state to be in the labor
force. 63 percent compared with 57
percent The highest tabor force rate for
any group of women r¢ 84 percent for
unmamed wcyneb with school-age
children in Region 11 The lowest rate,
43 percent. is for women without
children in the balance of the state
Women outside the Twin Cities are
somewhat more likely to work part-time
However, 58 percent work full-time and
47 percent work year -round

777

Families in Recurel 1 are more likely than
those in the balance of the state to be
supported by more than one wage-
earner However. a majority of families in
both areas 65 percent of those in
Region 11 and 58 percent of those in
the rest of the state have two -or more
workers Both spouses are employed in
62 percent of Regan 11 mamed-coup
families and in 53 percent of balance of
state marred- couple families
Women outside the Twin Cities are
somewhat more likely to hold
government lobs and less likely to hold
private sector lobs.

In the balance of the state, women are
better represented among technical
workers than they am in the Twin Cities
area Howemb the ;ornery regional
difference IS that Twin Cities women are
more likely to hold clerical pbs. while
worsen in the rest of the state are more
likely to hold service jobs

MINNESOTA U.S. COMPARISONS
Women in Minnesota have consistently
higher labor force paricipaton rates
than the national average In 1980.50
percent of American women age 16 and
over were in the work force, compared
with 54 percent of Minnesota women in
this age group. Similar differences are
evident for men, 77 percent in
M..nnesota versus 75 percent nationally
in the work force

One reason for these differences may
be the generally higher levet of
educational attainment in Minnesota.
since education is strongly associated
with tabor force participation Generally
higher educational levels in Regan 11
help to account for the higher labor
force rates in that area compared with
the balance of the state

Nationally 46 percent of women with
children under 6 ars in the labor force.
compared with 50 percent in Minnesota
Fifty -six percent of all women with
children are in the work force nationally
compared with CO percent in Minnesota.

Most employed women are Medal or eervIce workers

783
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Tables

Population Characteristics
1 Populaton by Age 1980 .

2 Poputetan by Age & Regan' 1983 27
27

Educational Attainment & Enrollments

3 Years 04 School Completed by Ape 1980 ...
4 Years of School Completed by Age &Regan 1980.

. 285 Post-Secondaty Enrollments in Minnesota by System & Fun- Time/Part TimeStatus Fell 1980.
6 Post - Secondary Enrollments

n Minnesota by *tem & met Fall 1980 . 29
KOMI Status & Living Arransmasints

7 Mantel Status of Rstsons 15 Years & One by Regan 1980 . .298 Mantel Status by Age 1979 .

309 Marriages. Divorces, & Ira Rohs to Minnesota Resident Women 1980 3010 Households by Region 1980 . . . . . 3011 Family Type by Parental Status and Regan 1980 . . 31

Lemr Forte Participation & Employment

11 Labor Force Participation by
Age & Rego, 1980 3113 Labor Force Participation of Wornon by Mantel & Parental Statusand by Regan 1980. .

3214 Fun.Time/Part -Time Status of Employed Persons by Regan 1979 . 32Is Nurnberof Wbrkers by Family type and Regan 1980 .3316 Class 04 WbrIer by Regan 1980
. . . 3317 Occupation of Employed Personsby Reg an 1980.

. 34
locome & Earnings

18 Income of Persons by Age in Minnesota 1979 3519 Income of Futl-Time Year-Round
Employed Persons by Regan 1979 3620 Source of Income by Age for PersonsAge 16 & Over 1979 . .3721 Family Income by Type 04 Family & Presence of Children 1979 3822 Family income by Type of Family & Age of Children' 1979 3923 Family Income by Type of Family & Presence of Children by Regan 1979 4024 Family Inane by Type of Family &Ape of Children by Regan 1979 4125 Income & Pomrty Rates of One-Person Households by Ape 1979 4126 Median Earnings of Full-Time Year -Round Workers by Age 1979 4227 Median Earnings of Full-Time Year-Round Workers .'9e 25 & Over

by Educational Attainment 1979
4228 Earnings Distnbutan for Futl-TemeYear-Round Workers 1979 42

Poverty

29 Persons in Poverty by Age & Regan 1979
4330 Persons Age 15 & Over on Poverty by Age & Mantel Status 1979 4331 Persons 16 & Over in Poverty by Age& I abor Force Status' 1979 4432 Families in Poverty by Parental Status 1979 44
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Abel IL Marilee Nita by AN: 1978

.4r

Sec and Mantel Stews Taal

PerAre DatntsAcn of Eitel NM Gocup

En3,0 /lamed Seward CAVC4Ced MdcLved

FEMALES
15a 24 oafs M00% 724 249 OS 18 01
2510 44 m.ms 1600% 117 772 17 67 07
451064 )ews W00% 42 778 10 66 10.4

65 a 74 woers W00% 69 527 05 40 360

75 tears and as; 100 0% 97 253 02 2.4 62.2

MALES
151024 pan 1000% 842 147 03 0.7

251o44 ears 1000% 156 754 12 66 51

4510 64 lees 1000% 60 86.3 09 51 17

65 13 74 pars WOOS 81 812 06 27 74

75 mars and 0er 1000% 89 674 02 18 216

Sate ROOS

ABA 9. Illardseess, Moron, and Lied NAN to liOnrssola lessidsnt Women: 1000

0.0e of Woman at Esent

Mrrtesota

Manages Nam Lne Bets

TOW. EVE/173, ALL AGES 37,111 13.309 IHAIN

Pureed DOW1U0011 1000% 1000% 103.0%

1.nam 20 ran 197 21 104

20 024 wars 444 214 332

25 to 29 yeas 183 260 354

30 to 34 years 75 195 167

350 44 ram 57 206 4.3

450 64 )ears 35 97
65 years and 0.er 09 07 00

6,,. -4 le),....sota 4441.3
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Tab's 10. Households by Region: 1990

H0444C4d TyPe Mnnesc4a Began 11 &Farce of Sue.

TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS
Percent Mart ooh M00% 100 0% 1000%

Fray Households 72.3 e4.7 741
MenF.way Households
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Non.Femay Hauseltolds
Percent Deatmlico 1000% M00% 1000%
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Women 6A.n9 mch Others 75 a9 59
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Men Umnp ten ahem 10 1 II 8 61
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MINNESOTA WOMEN & POVERTY

DISTRIBUTION OF PERSONS-BELOW PDBERTY 1979

UNITED STATES

INTRODUCTION

Poverty rates -- the percentage
of a particular group with income
below the poverty level--are
higher for women than for men.
More than 374,000 Minnesotans
were living in poverty in 1979.
Of these, 41 percent were women,

33 percent were children and 26
percent were men.

The majority of poor people,
nationally and in Minnesota, are
women and children. In Minnesota
women are a greater portion of
the poverty population than they
are nationally.

The composition of the poverty
population has changed dramat-
ically over the last three
decades. In 1959, 70 percent of
persons in poverty were in
married-couple or male-headed
families ,nd only 17 percent of
persons in poverty were female-
headed families.

By 1980 less than half (43
percent) of poor persons lived in
married-couple or,male- headed
families and ovee'one-third

(37 percent) if poor persons
lived in female - headed

In 1980,Ammen not in'families
were 15 :percent of poor persons
in the'U:S. It is estimated
that If present trends continue,
the entire poverty population
will be women and children by the
year 2000.

Minnesotans are most likely to
be poor ff they meet one or more
of the following criteria; fe-
male, under age 24-or over age
75, not currently married', not in
the labor force and living out-
side the Twin Cities area.

Those least likely to be poor
are male, between the ages of
25 and 64, currently married,
in the labor force and living
In the Twin Cities.

3.18AJIAVA Y903 238
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PERCENT OF SELECTED GROUPS BELOW POVERTY. 1979

ALL PERSONS

FAMILIES
7.1%

11.6%

9.2%

FAMILIES WITH FEMALE HEADS

FEMALE-HEADED FAMILIES
WITH CHILOREN

MEN AGE 65 E. ABOVE

WOMEN AGE 65 s ABOVE

1.111.11 22.9%

10.0%

30.2%

32.0%

39.4%

CHANGING COMPOSITION OF THE POVERTY POPULATION

%SS, 1,70 1910
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U.S. POVERTY LEVEL
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U.S. POVERTY LEVELS

Each year the U.S. government sets the poverty level for families
. and individuals. The poverty levels are based an a definition
originated by the Social Security Administration. Income data
for the 1980 census i; based on 1979 earnings, therefore the 1979
poverty levels were the basis for defining poverty in the 1980
census.

Based on these guidelines a married couple with two children
under the age of 18 was in poverty if the family income was below
$7,356. A single parent with two children was in poverty if the
family income was below $5,844.g By contrast 1..4 median family
income in Minnesota was $19,959 for 1979.

In 1982, a married couple with two children was in poverty if the
family income was below $9,783. A single parent with two child
ren was in poverty if the family income was below $7,772. The
1982 Minnesota Median family, income was $24,027.
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POVERTY by AGE & REGION

Percent Below
Poverty Level

III19% or more

10% - 18%

9% or less
---1;i1

p .......,.........

MUTT BATES BP ASE REG1CM

More than a quarter of a million
adult Minnesotans had incomes
below the poverty level in 1979,
and three-fifths of these poor
people were women.

Fifteen percent of Minnesota's
poor live in the poorest fourth
of Minnesota's counties. Fifty
percent of Minnesota's poor live
in the most affluent fourth of
Minnesota's counties.

Poverty rates are highest for

both men and women among those
ages 18 to 21 and among those age
6S and over. The highest rates,

19 'percent for women and 13
percent for men, are for persons
age 75 and above.

Six percent of women and five
percent of men age 40 to 54"are
poor, the lowest rate for any age
group. This is explained in part
by the fact that most people
this age are married and living
with their spouses, e life stage
which is associated with economic
well- being.

817



More than one-aurth of poor
women !29 percent) are age 65
and over. Only 20 percent of
poor men are in this age group.
Because of the large numbers of
older women and their high
poverty rates, older women
in poverty outnumber their male
counterparts by mare than two to
one.

Poverty rates are consistently
higher in the balance of the
state than in region W.
However, differences by sex and
age are evident in both regions.
Poverty rates for women are 13
percent in the balance of the
state compared with eight percent
to region 11. Comparable rates
are ten percent and five percent
for men.

The highest rate by region and
age is for women age 75 and
over living outside the Twin
Cities area. Almost one-quarter
of nese women had poverty level
incomes in 1979.

"REGION II

812

IIIFemale a mit
MINNESOTA

1945

i! -39 40-64 65-74 : 75+

BALANCE 3F STATE
.

18-39 40-t; 65-74

----
teml 1 includes the seven
county Twin Cities area: Anoka,
C Dakota, Henne2in,
Ramsey, Scott ana

counties.

818'
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MINNESOTA WOMEN IN POVERTY. 1979

1.620.741

Women 15 s over

130.241

Rural Farm
Women 16 6 over

160,080

Rural Non -farm

Women 16 s over

In 1979, as reported in the 1990 census, 17 percent of Minnesota

families had income below $13.100. Twenty-six percent of
rural non -farm women and 28 percent of rural farm women had
family incomes below $10,000.

Thirty -nine percent of Minnesota families had incomes above

$25,000, while only 29 percent of rural non-farm women and 26
percent of rural fan women had family incomes that high.

POVERTY RATES for FAMILIES & HOUSEHOLDS

POVERTY RATES FOR ONE-PERSON

HOUSEHOLDS

Since most people living alone
are women, and most women
living alone are age 65 and
over, it is not surpising
that one-person hou.ah.:4s are
economically vulnerable. .a

addition, these households are
usually supported by only one
person, while most Minnesota
fiddlier (61 et 'cent) have more
than one wage earn. -.

POVERTY RATESOF ONE-PERSON HOUSEHOLDS DY AGE 6 SEX:

30.0* 1973

25.01

70.0Z

15.0*_

10.0

5.01

15-45 45 -64. 45+ Total.

81

111Fmk
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Median incase for female one-person households was $6,483 in 1979, 59

percent of the $11,039 median for male one-person households. Both

figures are well below the average of $22,533 for married-couple

families in the state.

For both men And women living alone, median income decreases at

older ages. For female one-person households, the median ranges

from $10,006 for those under age 45 to $4,610 for those age 65

and over. For their male counterparts, the median ranges from

813,311 for those under age 45 to $5,193 for those age 65 and over.

(.bout 17 percent of poor men and about 28 percent of poor women

live alone. This is particularly true of older women: 73 percent

of poor women age 75 and over live alone.

POVERTY RATES IT FAMILY TYPE

People living in families are
generally less likely than those
in non-family households to be
poor. Twenty-two percent of
women living alu:!. and 15 percent

of men living alone are poor. By
contrast about seven percent of
families have poverty level
incomes.

Families with children have a

higher poverty rate, at nine
percent, than those without
children, at five percent. Those

with preschool-age children are
more likely than those with only
school-age children to be poor,
11 percent cospared with seven
percent.

Married people are ouch less
likely than those in other
marital situations to be in

poverty. Only 31 percent of poor
women are married, compared with
57 percent of women in the
general population. Forty-five
percent of poor men are married,
compared with 61 percent of men

generally.

More than one in three women in
poverty are widowed (22 percent),
separated (4 percent) or divorced
(11 percent). Only about one

in ten poor men are widowed (5
percent), separated (1 percent)
or divorced (6 percent).

820,



There were more than 74.000

Minnesota families with incomes

below the poverty level in 1979.
Of these 64 percent were married-
couple families, 33 percent were
female-headed families and three
percent were male-headed fam-
ilies...

Although female-headed families
represent only 13 percent of
families in Minnesota, they
account for 33 percent of
families living in poverty.
The proportion of poor families
headed by women represents a
large increase in the last
decade, up from one-fourth to
one-third of all poor families in
Minnesota.

Nationally. an even larger
proportion of families in
poverty, 45 percent, are headed
by women. More than two-thirds
of poor families have children,
and 39 percent have at least one
child under age six. Eighty-
seven percent of female-headed
families in poverty. compared
with only 60 percent of married-
couple families in poverty, have
children. Less than half of
male-headed families in poverty
have children.
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Families maintained by women with

no spouse present are most vul-
nerable to poverty: 23 percent of
these families compared with five
percent of husband-wife families
and eight percent of male-headed
families had income below the
poverty level in 1979.

Median income 'or male - headed

families is 80 percent of the
median income for married
couples, while for female-headed
families it is only 50 percent of
the married couple median.
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In every racial group female-headed families were a disproportionately
large number of the families in poverty in 1979. Over two-thirds of
black and American Indian families in poverty were headed by women.
Over half of Spanish origin families in poverty were headed by women.
And nearly 40 percent of white families in poverty were headed by
women.

FEMALE-PEADED SINGLE-PARENT FAMILIES AS A
PERCENT OF FAMILIES IN POVERTY IN MINNESOTA, Ina

RacriEthnic Group P- cent
of Householder 'm-Headed

Families
In Poverty

WHITE 39.4% 46.004

BLACK 82.9% 2,467

AM. INDIAN
69.2% 1,886

ASIAN gni! 15.1% 1,111

SPANISH ORIGIN
,

52.9% 842

OTHER RACE 29.6% 61

Over 20 percent of white female-headed families and almost half of
black and Spanish origin female-headed families were poor in 1979.
Over half of American Indian female-headed families were in poverty in
1979.

FEMALE -HEADEO FAMILIES IN POVERTY IN MINNESOTA. 1979

PACE/ETNNIC CPO" / or TENALE-NEADEO
Or HOUSENOLOIN PERCEKT IN POVERTY MOUES

MUTE

SLACK

N. 1001011

ASIAN

SPANISH ORIGIN

35.753

4707

2,00

573

971

IT other
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FEMALE-HEADED FAMILIES WITH ZHILDREN UNDER SIX
' IN POVERTY IN MINNESOTA, 1929

""

Race/EthnIc Group
f OF FEMALE-HEADED FAMILIES

of Notmeholdor Percent In Pow,rtY WITH CHILDREN UNDER SIX

WHITE

SLACK

M. tiOIAN

ASIAN

SPANISH ORIGIN

17.14 22,027

60.2%

66.4%

Magg,,57.11

TOTAL OININEMIMI49.0%

65.1i

2,092

1,312

11S

24,052*

eIi other

More than 122,000 children in Minnesota were in poverty in 1979.
Female-headed families with children have a higher poverty rate, 30
percent, than those without children, six percent. Those with
preschool-age children are more likely than those with only school-age
children to be poor, 50 percent compared with 21 percent.

FEMALE-HEADEO FAMILIES WITH CHILDREN 7-1e
IN POVERTY IN MINNESOTA, 1979

RACE/ETHNIC CROUP f OF FEMALE-HEADED FAMILIES
OF HOUSEHOLDER PERCENT IN POVERTY WITH CHILDREN 2-10

MITE 18.91 31044

SUCK ?1.3R 2,004

M. INDIAN 110.32 1,012

ASIAN 32.42 304

SPANISH ORIGIN 93.9% 196

TOTAL 20.22 42,02$*

ilS other
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POVERTY by LABOR FORCE STATUS

WORKING AGE PERSONS IN POVERTY IN MINNESOTA
BY SEX b LABOR FORCE STATUS, 1979

Men in the
/// Women in the

Labor Force Labor Force

Men Not in the
Labor Force

\\\*°
Women Not in the

Labor Force

213,758 persons

POVERTY RATES AND LABOR FORCE STATUS

Not surprisingly, persons not in the labor force are more likely
to be poor, up to three times as likely as those who are in the
labor force. Overall, 15 percent of women not in the labor force
and 14 percent of men not in the labor force are poor.

In 1979, there were 213,758 persons of working age in 1.1verty in
Minnesota. Fifty-seven percent were women and 43 perct.it were
men.

Forty-two percent of working agc (16-64) women and 53 percent of
working age men with poverty level income are in the labor force.
The lower rate for women may be explained in part by the lack of
adequate child care, since poor women are far more likely than
their male counterparts to be single-parents of preschoolers.

This compares to an overall labor force participation rate of 86
percent for men and 64 percent for women. The labor force partic-
ipation rate for people of working age is lower for those in poverty
than for the general population. However the majority of poor people
are in the labor force.
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'EARNINGS

Earnings are the most important
source of income for both men and

' women. Since women are less
'likely to be employed full-time,
their earnirjs are lower than

,.- Min's earnings. But even when
,controlling for these and other

'-.., factors the centuries old
"earnings gap" remains.

The state's earnings gap is
larger than the national
average. In 1979, Minnesota
women employed full-time year-
round earned $10,005 compared
with $17,704 for their male
counterparts -- only 57 cents,

on the average, for each dollar
earned by men.

Earnings for Minnesota women peak
at age 25 to 34. This earnings
peak of $11,005 for women is only
slightly higher than the lowest
earnings for any age group. of
men -- $11,003 for those age 65
and over.
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Earnings for both men and women
increase with increasing levels
of educational attainment.
However, Minnesota parallels
national patterns in that women
earn less than men at every
educational level.

ri average female college
graduates earn about the same as
men with an eighth grade educa-
tion -- and women who have
attended graduate school earn
less than male high school
dropouts.

Female high school graduates earl
56 cents for every dollar earned
by their male counterparts, while
female college graduates earn 62
cents for every dollar earned by
men with this much education.
The earnings gap has been widely
studied, and the gap persists
even when controlling for factors

such as occupation, industry,
geographic area, labor force
experience and other character-
istics of employed persons and
their jobs.
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